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Laskin Poplar Oil Site, OH




Alternative

Landfilling Offsite

Onsite Pretreatment
Disposal at Local wWaste-
water Plant

i1 Recycle

PCB Reduction/0il Recycle
Incineration Offsite

PCB Reduction/Incineration
Offsite

Containment Onsite

Incineration Onsite

ALTERNATIVE C3STS

Water

256

124
NA
NA

7.5

NA

288
400

TS With Less
Than 50 ppm PCB's

Thousand §

JITs witn Greater
Than 50 ppm PC8's

256

288
400

NA
842
$00

357

722
1,000

*Costs are contingent upon all three phases being disposed of by this option

NA
NA
NA

1,343

NA

1,298
1,800

TABLE 1



Responsiveness Summary
Laskin/Poplar QJil

Past Federal zleanup activities have resulted in mitigation of the mos<
1mminent nealtn hazards at the Laskin/Poplar Q211 site. Several emergency
actions were taken after the site was discovered and during critical
periods such as mudslides and flooding. A Superfund Planned Removal action
was conducted at the site between July and October 1982. This action re-
sulted in tne removal of 302,000 gallons of waste oil for incineration,
treatment and release of 430,000 gallons of contaminated water and solidi-
fication of 205,000 gallons of sludge, which were placed into Tank No. 4.

Prior to the initiation of the Planned Removal, the citizens were briefed
at a public meeting on the proposed actions which included removal of the
waste oil for i~cineration., There was complete acceptance of any action
which removed tna2 contaminated materials for proper off-site disposal.

The Focused Feasibility Study addresses 450,000 gallons of contaminated

liquids remaining at the site and concluded that they must be removed from
the site as soon as possible, to protect the pubdlic health, welfare and the
environment. The study recommends that all of the these liquids be removed

for incineration.

The study was made available at the public libraries in Jefferson, Ohio

and Ashtabula, Ohio. A press release indicating the study's availability
was issued to the Cleveland newspapers and to local newspapers., A copy of
the study was also mailed to citizens who have indicated an interest in the
site and to the steering committee which represents tne generators of the

waste,

There were no responses received as a result of this comment period, which
extended from May 11, 1984 to May 27, 1984.
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RECIRD OF JECISICON

Site. Lasxin,Payplar 011, Jefferson, Jnio

Documents Reviewed

[ have reviewed the following documents descriding tne analysis af 2ost-
effecsivedess of remedial alternatives of the Laskin/Pyplar Ji1) site:

- Focused Feasibility Study, Laskin/Poplar QJil Site

- Summary of Remedial Alternative Selezzion

- Responsiveness Summary

- Letter from Robdert A. Maynard, Jirectar, Ohio Enviranmental

Protection Agency

Jescription of Selected Remedy

- Removal of contamninatad water fran the site fir incineration
witn the oi)

- Removal of o0il contaninated witn less than 53 ppm PCB's for
incineration.

- Removal of oil with greater than 53 ppm PCB's for incineration

Declarations

Consistent with the Comprehensive Enviraninental Respanse Compensation

and Liabdility Act of 1980 (CERCLA), and the National Contingency °lan

(40 CFR Part 300), I have determined that the removal and off-site disposal
of all \iquids in the above yround and in ground tanc<s is a cost-affective
initial remedial measure necessary to minimize the release of hazardous
substances so they do not migrate to cause harm to public health, welfare

or the environment. The State of Onio has been consulted and agrees witn
the selected remedy. This action will require no future operation and main-
tenance activities.
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SESTRIETION

Tme Las< n Foctan 01l site of anout 9 acres 'S 10 nortmeastars Jheg witmta
Jefferson Townsn ) in Asntabula Courty, west of tme village 3¢ _e‘‘erssr.
it is bounded on tne north Ny a wooded ravine throygh which Cemetar, Traec
flows;, on the south, by open fields and the Ashtany'a County fatrgroun~s;
on the west, hy a wooded area and hasehall fields; and on tne eas:, =y
Poplar Road and the fairgrounds. (See Figure 2-1)

Tne site contains the residence of Mr. Alvin Laskin, owner of the prope~ty,
a series of greenhouses; four hotlers used to heat the greenhouses; 3
boiler stack; asproximately thirty=-six starage tanks; one retentisr pand;

a freshwater pont; and miscellaneous huildings and sheds., Approximataly
450,000 ga'lons of 011 and water-o0'l mixtures are stored in the *tanks,

SITE HISTORY

The greenhouses on the Poplar 0i1 Company site were in operation far anout

80 years. Approximately 30 years ago, hoilers were installed %o neat the
greenhouses. Nuring the 1960's storage tanks were installed tn mnl4

waste 011 to fire the hoilers, The 01l was not analyzed hefore aAcceptance,
and oil containing PCR's phenols, and other hazardous substances was 3aczecta~,
When the greenhouse husiness deteariorated, the owner “agan picking un,
reselling, and disposing of waste oil. The corpany's activities als)
included oiling roads in Ashtahula County and a nearhy horse racing *race,
Through a series of legal actions, the company is now in receivership, an4

al) on-site husiness activities relating to oil have essentially stoppan.

Past Federal cleanup activities have resulted in the nitigation of the

most imminent health hazards, Several emergency actions were taken after
the site's contamination was discovered and during ¢ritical periods such

as mudslides and flooding. Superfund Planned Remova: cleanup actions
removed 302,000 gallons of waste oil for incineratior; treated and released
430,000 gallons of contaminated water; and solidified 205,000 gallons of
sludge which was placed in Tank No. 4, Also, a cover was hHuilt onto

Tank No. 3 and the north wall was removed from pond 12, (See Figure 2-3)
These actions were accomplished between July and Nove~der 1982,
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CJRRENT SiTt STATLUS

Trne 1i3uids on tre si%e :-2 characterizag as:

Qils with

°CB Content of SO ppm or Greater

Qils With

Approximately 250,000 gallons total are containeg
in 3 tanks.

Otner priority polluytants and metals are also in

the PCB oil including: carcinogenic volatile organic compounds,
carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic base/neutral compounds,
phenol, and potentially toxic metals.

The main component is waste ofl with an estimated
heating value of 18,000 B8tu per gallon.

The oil also contains suspended solids.

PCB Content of Less Than 50 ppm

Approximately 100,000 gallons are in 24 tanks.

Other characteristics are the same as for the oils
with greater than 50 ppm of PCB, including the
volatiles, base/neutral compunds, phenal, and
metals.

Contaminated Water

Approxi~ 1y 100,000 gallons of water with high
suspenc .011ds and bottom siudges are in Tank
No. 3. 1 011 sheen can be obdserved on the water
surface.

Discussion

The presence of these 11quids is a potential health hazard and
is a logistics barrier to the further investigation of the site
and an evaluation of final renedial actions.

There is & continuing potential for nhealth and environmental
hazards from the presence of the 1iquids on site. Release
of the contaminated 1iquids would pose a pudblic hedlth and
environmental threat.

T E_



The most Obvious and immediate threat is from contamination entering
Cemetery Creex. A fire wou'2 Drobadly de accompanied by a sp1ll releas-
ing some or 31} of the subst. -es.

Cemetery Creex runs along the northern edge of the property. Runoff 3r
seepage into the creek mdy be cantamindied by the existing conditions

at tne site. Cemetery (reek flows intd the Grand River, which is %the
main drinking water supply for nearly 25,000 people in Ashtanbula County.

Discharge of contaminated oil and waste to Cemetery Creek may have al-
ready introduced PCB's into the aquatic ecosystem. Since PC3's are fat
soluble, the potential exists for concentration in the aquatic food cnain
and eventuadlly into the human system. Bioconcentration factors for PCB's
in fish range from about 3,000 to 274,000. Some wildlife species (mink)
are more sensitive than numans, and the present EPA criterion is based

on the bioconcentration in salmonid fisn and toxicity to mink,

Contamination of Cemetery Creek could lead to ingestion of PCB's ang
other contaminants. This could occur either by contamination of drinking
water supplies or by ingestion of contaminated fish,

Some of the organic contaminants are bioconcentrated. Examples are the
higher molecular weight polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH's) such
as phenanthrene, naphthalene, anthracene, and pyrene. These compounds
could be ingested by humans and wildlife eating contaminated fish.

With these potential health hazards continuing as long as the liquids
are on site and the logistics block they present to further progress
toward an eventual remedial action, it is considered both necessary and
prudent that the 1iquids be removed from the tanks at the earliest prac-

ticable time.

ENFORCEMENT

Litigation concerning environmental problems at this site has been on
file in both state and federal courts since early 1979. The only defend-
ants currently involved are Alvin Laskin and several corporations set

up by him. Laskin and Poplar Oi1 Company are subject to consent decrees
in both state and federal proceedings, but are effectively judgement
proof.



U.S. EPA has identified some 130 potential responsible parties [PR?'s:
who either transported or consigned waste material to the site. These
include a broad spectrum of firms, including both large and smal)
organizations. Notice and demand letters have been sent to each, begin-
ning in about April 1982, U.S. EPA divided the PRP's into first and
second tiers, based on volume of waste sent to the site, and negotiated
for amout 8 months with the first tier group. No acceptadle offe- was
;ortnfc?ming, and it is not believed that further negotiations will prove
ruitful.

A referral is currently pending at the Department of Justice seeking re-
covery of a discrete unit of costs fncurred to date at the site {some
$1.6 million of CWA § 311 and CERCLA § 104 funds) spent in emergency

or Planned Removal actions.

[t is unlikely that PRP action will be forthcoming in voluntary negoti-
ations. As a result, the program office will be sending out unilateral
CERCLA § 106 orders to four or five PRP's who can be directly linked to
materials found at the site, [n this manner we will determine whether
there wil)l be any PRP response.

COMMUNITY RELATIONS

A press release was issued on May 10, 1984 which announced the availa-
dility of the Focused Feasibility Study for review at libraries in Jef-
ferson and Ashtabula, Ohio. Copies were also mailed to interested people
including Congressman Eckart and Senator Metzenbdaum. The public comment
period was from May 13 to May 27, 1984. There were no responses received
as a result of this public comment period.

ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION

The evaluation of a limited number of alternatives is controlied by the
following practical and regulatory constraints:

1. Essentially complete removal from the environment of all liquids
(o011 and water) is required to mitigate the potential hazard to
public health. Pond 20 will need to remain as a catch basin until
all contaminated sludges and soils are adequately controlled.

2. The provisions of 40 CFR 761 (31 May 1979) regulate the disposal of
all PCB containing liquids. At or below SO ppm PCB, 1iquids are
non-regulated, except for uses resulting in direct, wide spread
contamination. Above SO ppm PCB, disposal is regulated and defined.
Mixing, or dilution of clean and dirty ofl {s not permitted to
achieve a lower PCB concentration to avoid the regulations.

3. Water to be discharged to Cemetery Creek must meet criteria speci-
fied by the Onio EPA.
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Comparative Time Lines — Months from
Authorization to implement
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Different removal alternatives wil! apply to the liguids depend ng on
the handling and disposal regulations. Three categories of liquids are
tnerefore considered separately.

° PCB contaminated cil: 5C to 500 ppm °C8 concentration.

° Low PCB contaminated oil: detectabdble to less than
50 ppm PCB concentration.

° Contaminated wastewater: Low level PC3, high suspended
solids, oil and grease, and
Junknown metals concentrations.

Alternatives considered were no action, onsite containment, onsite treat-
ment, onsite incineration, and removal offsite for final disposal.

A. NO ACTION

Public health considerations have ruled out a “no action” alternative “:-
the liquids. Even deferring liquid removal until a future full Remedia.
Action is considered not prudent. The endangerment aspects of tnhis alter-
native were discussed in the current Site Status of this report. The oils
are flammable and if a fire started a health hazard could exist due to

the combustion products or through volatilization of hazardous substances
from the site. The potential for spillage to Cemetary Creek exists which
could contaminate the water supply for 25,000 people in Ashtabula County.
The environment also could suffer significant degredation from a spill into
Cemetary Creek.

B. ONSITE CONTAINMENT

The 1iquid wastes could be stabilized and buried onsite. Stabilization
would require the oil or water to be pumped from the storage tanks and
mixed with a binding agent to form an inert cement-like product. The
stabilized material would then be transferred to a truck prior to solia-
ifying and transporting to a burial area onsite. A contractor specializ-
ing in solidification would be utilized for the actual mixing, stadiliza-
tion, and transport to the burial site. This process may produce noxious
odors in off-gases which could bde a nuisance and possibdly present operat-
ing problems. Decontaminatfon facilities would also be required to wash
the mixing and transporting equipment.

The burial area would have to be designed to meet RCRA and TSCA require-
ments for hazardous waste disposal since the water and ofl contaminants
contain regulated materials. The design considered at other hazardous
sites and as proposed by regulations has been a double-lined clay,
plastic or asphaltic bDasin with a between-liner underdrain system. The
burial site would have to completely contain all materials for a minimum
of 30 years and be continuously monitored, secured, and maintained.

" Therefore, a prolonged and scheduled surveillance and maintenance plan
would have to be implemented to constantly protect and identify the in-
tegrity of the landfill. A cost summary follows.



Activity Cost 3as1s

Burial Site $ 360,000 450,000 gallons of liquids
stadilized to twice volume
equals 4,300 cubic yards;
$80/cubic yard for a doubdle-
lined landfill

Permitting 102,800 One-year effort 1/2 time for two
people; $200 per day per
person for labor and $50,000
for travel, field laboratory
work, and other expenses and
report preparation

Stabilization 675,000 4,500 cubic yards produced a*
$150 per cubic yard for
materials equipment, hayling,
and labor

Postclosure 0&M 57,000 $5,000 per year (present

worth) at 8 percent per year
for 30 years

Total 1,152,000

The overall schedule for containment would be 18 to 24 months, depending
upon the success of the permitting effort,
C. ONSITE TREATMENT

Contaminated Water

The water stored in Tank No. 3 has been characterized as containing a
wide variety of metal, PCB's and other organic contaminants., Addition-
al data and bench tests would be required to confirm a detailed process
design for onsite treatment., However, it is reasonabdble to consider that
minimum treatment processes would be pH adjustment in the tank with lime
and in-place sedimentation followed by sand and then activated carbon
filtration. Discharge would be either to Cemetery Creek or to a local
wastewater plant. Waste sludges from tnis process would be packaged and
left on site for disposal during the remedial action.

The treated effluent would be held in storage until laboratory analyses
indicated compliance with the applicadle requirements for release. If
compliance was not met, retreatment would de required. NPOES permit
standards for discharge to the creek would need to be met. [f discharge
is to a treatment plant, transport to the plant and a discharge fee
would be required.



Care would have to Je taken in the handling, pumping, and onsi%te storage
of tne water before, during, and after treatment. An aczidental spill
could rasullt in the possidble contamination af soil at or around the
storage tank, [f the waste is tO be transported or pumped %o anotner
location onsite, then it could spill anywhere, including Cemetery lreex,

Treatment and discharge to the creek are essentially the process Jsed
in tnhe 1980 removal of zontaminated watar from Ponds 19 and 27. In
that operation, approximate'y 830,000 gallons of water were treated
at a cost of about $400,000.

Therefore, the minimum cost for processing about 100,000 gallons of water
in 1984 to meet requirements for discharge to the creek is estimated at
between $200,000 and $285,000, considering that one-fourth to one-third
of the costs would be fixed and not directly related to the volume pro-
cessed. A cost summary follows.

Activity Cost Basis
Fixed Cost $133,000 Fixed costs (mobilization/

demobilization, labor
aiministration, etc.) at
N 1/3 of 1980 total cost

Treatment 32,000 Treatment costs for 100,000
gallons a: 32 cent per gallon
(treatment cost at 2/3
of 1980 total fixed cost)

Permitting 40,000 Pilot studies and permit
preparation at S man-
months plus expenses

Escalation 77,000 Escalation at 10% per year

for 4 years for both fixed
and treatment costs

Total $282,000



[f fixed costs were 25 percent 2F %2731 £9ostS, ne @sti~aten 7oge fan
traacment would ne §249,02C., If <reaiment praceedes wel'l, tre Anmgita
Operas on wou'd %Sake anmoyt 2me Month,

Coss f3m =~e a'ter~ative of onsite pretreat=e~’ and drsinarze of
Sret-e1tat wit2r t2 2 10cal wastewater treatment 5lant would proniny
be less tnar for disznange %9 tne creek hecause it is expecten t"a:,'1‘
suitanle 3~~argements could Se made with a treatment plant, the %roate
me-t ragquir2ments would ne extensive, though not as stringent as far
discharge into tne creek, (osts for this alternative are estimate~ as
follows:

Activity Cos* Basis
Pilot Studies $ 4,000 Two week effort and
expenses
Fixed Zosts 38,000 One=ralf of cnsts for

treatment for discharge to
creek {includes escala-
tion to 1984)

Treatment 20,1000 At 20 cents/gallon treaterd
Plant Fee 2,000 Preliminary es:imate
Tota! $£124,000

This estimate is based on the 1980 water treatment nverall cost and
volure with some adjustments made for escalation and other factors noted
ahove ang snould be considered as a conceptual estimate only, Approxi-
mately one month's time would be required for the onsite operation, and
the overall time period would be heavily dependent or obtaining agree-
ment at a treatment plant to accept the wastewater,

Greater Than 50 ppm PCR 0ils

[f these 0ils were treated onsite to reduce the PCR concentration to
less than 50 ppm, they could he sold as fuel outside dhio or incinerated
at the only permitted incinerator in Ohio.

PCB reduction processes are designed to reduce hy chemical means the
PCB's into chemically smaller, harmless compounds. The processes are
used by electric utilities to clean transformer ofls that have residual
PCB concentrations. The oils to he treated must he free of suspended
material, moisture, and sludges to prevent the sodiun-hased reactant
chemical from dlinding or decomposing. There is one commercial pro-
cess that can reduce PCBecontaminated oil without pretreatment, The
vendor is presently treating 100,000 gallons of ofl containing paint
sludge and PCB's to a level of less than 50 ppm PCR, Their treatment
equipment is portahle, and treatment is being done onsite in another
state, Limited commercial experience exists with this process on PC8-
contaminated waste oils, and the technology is still under development.



The costs for onsite chemical treatment t3 reduce PC3's are summar:zes as
follows:

Artivity Cost Basis

PC3 Reduztion $750,000 250,000 gallons at §3 per
Jailan--1nciudes operatars

Aaditional Crew 70,000 One montn cleanup woyld
require two men to evacuate
tanks, clean up,
decontaminate, et:.

Lab Costs 15,000 Estimated
Total $835,0°7)

A period of 4 to 6 weeks s-..:d be allowed for chemical reduction of the
PC8's.

Some environmental concerns exist. Onsite pumping, transporting, and
treating of wastes could cause spillage or a fire. PCB reduction chemicals
(especially elemental sodium) are explosive and could pose a threat if
not handled properly. Also, waste sludges generated from either pretreat-
ment of the oils or the process must be disposed of in a safe manner.

Less Than 50 ppm PCB Oils

This type of 0il does not require onsite treatment Since it can be sold
for fuel or incinerated.

O. ONSITE INCINERATION

Contaminated oil could be incinerated and water evaporated onsite by us-
ing a portable incinerator. There is one ..-mer: :11y available portadle
incinerator and one owned by the U.S. EPA, Both -acinerators are fully
equipped and designed to provide the temperature and residence time re-
quired for organics destruction and also to provide flue gas scrubbing
and monitoring capabilities.

Ash disposal is a consideration for any onsite incinerator and could be
disposed of with the ultimate site cleanup.

Based on estimate from the commercial portable incinerator operator, the
cost for portable incineration of the waste oils and water would amount

to approximately $1,800,000 at $4 per gallon. It would take &4 to S months
to set up and incinerate the waste materials with a portadle incinerator.
Costs for the U.S. EPA incinerator were not estimated but at the estimated
treatment rate it would take about 12 months to burn all the otl.
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Severa! environmental considerations should be explaired with tnig alear.
native: a potential explosion or fire, a spill during the transfer of
waste 011, and out-of-specification incineration gases. An explgsion is
unlikely, but tts consequences could environmentally impact the site and
its surroundings. A spill could contaminate soil or even enter Cemetary
Creex if the waste 0il required hauling to another location onsite.
There could be instances of out-of-specification incinerator gases; but
given tne technology and monitoring of the equipment, these should be
short-lived.

E. REMOVAL FROM SITE

The contaminated material could be removed from the site by a licensed
commercial contractor and disposed in any one or combdination of the
following alternatives:

° Landfilling

° Qil recycle

® Qi1 PCB reduction and recycle or incineration
° Incineration

1. Landfilling (A1l liquid wastes)

There are several landfill sites 4n the Midwest available for Laskin
Poplar site wastes. The one used in this estimate is about 150 miles
from the site. Stabilization of the l1iquids would be done onsite and
the stabilized material transported to the landfill, As discussed pre-
viously, odor production during stapilization could be a problem.

Landfilling cost estimates are based on information obtained from 2
local hazardous waste contractor for the stabilization and disposal

of water, contaminated oil containing less than 50 ppm PCB's, ang oi)
with greater than S50-ppm PCB's. A preliminary cost estimate for land-
filling is summarized as follows:

Activity Cost Basis

Onsite Stabilization $675,000 Oescribed on page 6.
of 0Ot and wWater

Transportation 425,000 Estimated at $3.50 per truck
mile, 300 mile round trip to
landfill, 4,500 cu. yds at
27,000 1b/cu. yd., 15T/10aqg.

Lab Costs 20,000 Estimate
Disposal at Landfill 31,000 Estimated at $5/ton.

Total $1,151,000



Tne estimated Iost for langfilling the 01 containing greater than £° aam

PCB's 15 $64J,J00. Tne estimatea cost for landfilling tne gi) contataing
Tess tnan 50 ppm PC8's and water is $256,000 each.

A period of 5 to 8 weexs should be allowe2 for liguids removal.
Environmental threats posed by this alternative arise from potential acci-
dents during tne nandling, processing, and transport of tne waste mazeria's,
anag from tre 'andf11] as a long-term contamination source,

2. 011 PCB Recuction by Chemical Means ang Recycle

A. Less than 50 ppm PCB's

Recycle of waste 0il as a fuel is a potential disposal route. Waste 0ils
with PCB contamination of less tnan 53 ppm can be used as a fuel.

A problem with this disposal alternative is the possibility of inaccurate
waste o1l manifesting and the potentral of the oils being used for aspnalting
or oil-based spraying, both illegal practices and potential paths into tne
environment. These waste 0ils would, therefore, have to be tracked or mon'-

tored to assure proper disposal. ~
Thne only costs incurred with low PCB oil recycle are the administration of
the contract, supervision to observe and monitor the oil off-loading and
disposal, and some lab analysis. A summary follows.
Activity Cost Basis

Transportation/Recycle 0 Recycler will take a*

no charge
Supervision $4,000 Two weeks at $2,000

per week
Lab Costs ¢ 20 Estimate
Total $9,000

'

B. Greater than S0 ppm PCB's

Chemical treatment may be a possible route for the recuction of PCB contami-
nation levels in oils to less than 50 ppm. This woulc then allow the oils
to be recycled ar incinerated. If the costs for PCB reduction are combined
with the costs for recycling, the resulting costs can be summarized as
follows:

Activity Cost Basis
PCB Reduction $835,000 Described on page 9
Supervision 5,000 Estimate
Total $840,000

A period of 4-6 weeks should be allowed for PCB reduction and removal from site.



3., Offsite Incineration

[ncineration is a commonly used disposal raute for waste oils and even
wastewater. Incineration could be contracted witn a firm 11 Ohio for tne
wastewater and oils with less than SO ppm PCB's. For oils with greater
than 50 ppm PCB's incineration would have to %e done out of state. In

the case of the oi! with greater than 50 ppm PCR's, the incinerator equin-
ment. must be designed to meer EPA criteria for furnace temperature ang
residence time, be fitted with tne required air pollution abatemen: equip-
ment, and be permitted. A cost estimate for incinerating the various
wastes is summarized as follows:

Activity Cost Basis
Transportation 90 miles one way at
Wastewater to incinerator $ 14,000 $3.80 per mile and 29
truckloads
Less than 50 ppm PCB oil to Same
incinerator 14,000
Greater than 50 ppm PCB oil 300 miles one way at
to incinerator 105,000 $3.50 per mile and S0
truckloads
Incineration
Wastewater 35,000 $0.35 per gallon
Less than 50 ppm PCB oil 35,000 $0.35 per gallon
Greater than 50 ppm PCB oil 750,000 $0.40 per pound, or
approximately $3.00
per gallon
Onsite Crew
Wastewater 70,000 Estimate for all site
Less than 50 ppm PCB ofl removal (same as land-
Greater than 50 ppm PCB ofl filiing)
Lab Costs 20,000 Estimate
Total $1,043,000

A bdreakdown of tho total estimated cost for incineration is $900,000 for the
011 with greater than 50 ppm PCB, and $71,500 each for water and oil with less
than 50 ppm PCB. .



[f the o1l containing greater tnhan 53 ppm PCB's 15 chemically reguced
and incinerated the costs are as fallows:

Activity Cost Basisg
PCB Reduction $835,000 Qescribed on page 9
Transporation t3 incinerator 34,290 90 miles one way 3t

$3.80 per mile and
50 truckloads

Incineration 87,500 250,000 gallons at $0.35
per gallon
Total $956,700

The total incineration cost of all liguids if the greater than S0 ppm PCB oi)
is chemically reduced is $1,134,700.

Onsite PCB reduction would not offset the cost of incineration but, instead,
would increase the total cost for waste incineration.

A period of 6 to 8 weeks should be allowed for 1iquid removal if each liquid
is removed separately, If all are removed at the same time (two contractors
onsite), the duration could be half as long. The State of Ohio compiles
detailed information on intrastate highway traffic. In 1983 there were 268
highway wrecks or spills that involved trucks. Of that numbder, 37 were
hauling hazardous wastes. Annually, there are approximately 1.2 million
placarded truck shipments that include chemicals, fuels, hazardous materials,
etc. Recent records show that for the amount of traffic in the state there
are relatively few spills involving hazardous materials. Therefore, with
reasonable care and precautions, offsite transportation from Laskin Poplar
does not seem to pose a significant environmental threat.

Alternatives Evaluation

Each alternative was screened based on the following evaluating criteria:
° Cost of implementation

° Availability of technology--availability of commercial equipment,
services, or technology that #s required to implement an alter-
native

° Ease of implementation--the relative difficulty required to
actually carry out an alternative

° Schedule--the approximate time to implement the alternative
° Environmental consideration--ability of the alternative to

meet the short- and long-term environmental requirements and
goals established by the U.S. EPA and CEPA.
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Onsite containment of oils and water (450,000 gallons) would cos: in ex-
cess of $1,300,00 and require 13 to 24 months for implementation. This
alternative would require operations and maintenance cost for at least 30
years,

Onsite incineration of oils and water would cost about $1,800,000 ang
would take atout twelve months to complete. This alternative wou'ld e
very unacceptadle to the local residents because of the past incinera-
tion practices by the owner of the site. Both of these alternatives are
ruled out by the high cost and the long time to complete the altarnative.

Onsite treatment of the contaminated water followed by discnarge to the
creek or a wastewater treatment plant would cost substantially more %han
offsite incineration, with little additional environmental benefit,
These alternatives are rejected.

Onsite treatment of the 0il containing greater than 50 ppm PCB fol)owed
by recycling or incineration in Ohio is competitive with landfilling or
incineration outside Ohio on a cost basis. The technalogy to accomplish
this is very new, however, and has been utilized on a very limited basis;
the effectiveness of the treatment cannot be assured. The process uti-
1izes hazardous materials includinog elemental sodium which presents a
danger of fire or explosion. Since a fire was a prime concern in the
endangerment assessment, the treatment alternative is not considered a
viable alternative. As a result of the previous evaluation, neither on-
site treatment or disposal of any liquids is considered a viabdle option.

The contaminated water and the oil above and below S50 ppm PCB can be
removed from the site for landfilling. The cost for the contaminated
water and oil below 50 ppm PCB is substantially higher than the other
alternatives, This alternative doubles the volume of the wastes
during the solidification process which must be done on site. Some of
the wastes are very persistent and will remain tn the landfill for an
extended period and could cause environmental damage in the future.

The cost to incinerate the oil above 50 ppm PCB is $260,000 more than
landfilling but this process destroys the hézardous substances including
the PCB's, eliminating the future threat posed by them. The benefits
derived far outweight the additional cost.

The below 50 ppm o011 could be recycled but this presents management prob-
lems in assuring that the oil does not cause additional problems elsewhere.
By incinerating the ofl with the contaminated water the cost {s comparabdle
with pretreatment and discharge to & wastewater treatment plant and recycling
of the of)l. (See Table ) and 2)



RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

The recommended alternative as evaluazed under 40 CFR Part 300.53!1) s

incineration for all three components: contaminated water, o1l adove S0
ppm FCB and oil below S50 ppm PC3. Tnis alternative is very implementable
and uses estastlishaed technology. [t eliminates permanently the tnreat ot
the hazardous substances to the pubdlic healin, welfare and tne envirgnment .
This is the most cost effective solution to the prodlem when considered

over the long term.

CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS

The recommended alternative is in ful)l compliiance with 40 CFR 761 which
regulates the disposal of liquids cont - ving PCB. This alternative pro-
vides a permanent solution to the pro. within the guidance of this
regulation. The recommended alternat’ s also consistent with all
other agency laws and regulations.
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DECIARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION

Site Name arnd Location

lasxkin Poplar 0Oil Site
Tefterson, Ohio

Statement of Basis and Purpose

This decisicn document presents the United States fnvirormental
Protection Agency’s (U.S. EPA’s) selected remedial action for the laskin
Poplar Oil site located in Jefferson, Chio. This decision document was
developed in accordance with the Corprehensive Erwvirormental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCIA), as amended by the Superfund
Arerdments and Reauthorization Act (SARA), and the National Contingency
Plan (NCP). This decision is based on information and documents
contained in the administrative record for this site. The attached index
:dentifies the items that comprise the administrative record upon which
the selectior of the remedial action is based.

The State of Ohio does not concur with the U.S. EPA’s remedy selection.
The Ohio Envirormental Protection Agency (CEPA) has indicated a
preference for a different alternative which was presented in the U.S.
EPA’s Feasibility Study. A brief discussion on this issue is presented
later in this document.

Assessment of the Site

Actual or threaterned releases of hazardous substances from this site, if
not addressed by implementing the response action selected in this Record
of Decision (ROD), may present an imminent and substantial endangerment
to public health, welfare, or the envirorment.

C ipti e 0 ) ! !

This remedy is the final remedial action for the laskin Poplar Oil site.
mmmumofmmmmlewutammw
action chosen in the attached Record of Decision constitute the final and
overall for the sitse. The primary goals of the remedial actions
at the Poplar 01l site are:

any human exposure to residual hazardous waste

of or contaminated materials at the site, and;

- to aftress all potential risks to human health and/or impacts to
the envircrment.

The Remedial Investigation (RI) for the laskin Poplar Oil site identified
areas of concern that include areas of disposed hazardous waste,
contaminated soils, sediments, groundwater, structures and debris.

The potential risks associated with the site are posed by direct contact
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with incidental ingestion or lnhalation of contaminated soils, sediments,
material in the boiler house, ard human consumption of contaminated on-
site groundwater. The selected remedy addresses all site concerns by a
carbination of contairment, treatmert, and site use restrictions.
Contaminated soils and sediments will be contained by a multi-layer cap
which will greatly reduce infiltration, thus reducing the likelihood of
future grourd water contamination. A groundwater diversion trench will
be installed around the site to prevent groundwater from passing through
contaminated soils. Dioxin-contaminated materials inside the boiler
house including soils, ash, and structural debris will be thermally
treated. Ash resulting from the incineration process will be disposed of
on-site (if delistable) or off-site at a Resource Conservation ard
Recovery Act (RCRA) facility. An attempt to decontaminate any dioxin-
contaminatad structures that are not amenable to thermal treatment will
be made. If any of this material cannot be thermally treated or
decontaminated, it will be properly contained in a concrete vault on-
site. The concrete vault will be placed on-site beneath the cap.
Additionally, because the dioxin waste and contaminated material will
remain on-site, the selected remedy will provide for long-term monitoring
for groundwater, surface water, and performance of the trench and cap.
Corrective action measures will also be taken should monitoring indicate
a failure of any camponent of the remedy. Site use and access
restrictions will be placed on the property to ensure the integrity amd
performance of the remedy.

The major camponents of the selected remedy consist of the following:

o) Drain retention ard freshwater pords. Discharge surface water fram
pords to Cemetery Creek, with treatment if required. Backfill
freshwater pord with clean fill and grade retention pond area.

o Thermally treat contaminated soil, ash, and debris from the
boiler house area and dispose of ash on-site (if delistable)
or off-site in a RCRA landfill.

o) Demolish and thermally treat or decontaminate dioxin-
contaminated structures. If material can not be
decontaminated or thermally treated, contain material in an
on-site concrets vault and place beneath the cap for
temporary storage until proper effective disposal can be

secured for the matarial.

o & graundwater diversion trench up—gradient of the
soll and groundwater.
o mlti-layer cap over soils in exceedance of 107%
cancer risk level or Total Hazard Index of 1.
o sits by natural groundwater flow to Cametery Creek.
o ' ter and surface water monitoring to assess

quality of groundwater migrating towards Cemetery Creek.
o Irpose access and use restrictions.
o] Estimated Total Cost: $ 11,000,000.00
o Estimated time to camplete: 2 years



1 appreciate your concern in this matter, and thank you for taking the
time to corment early {n the process. [ hope we can reach an agreement
on the remedy at Laskins/Poplar. If you have any questions or additional

comments, please do rot hesitate to contact me.

Sincer§1y yours, —
Org.azteor
/<7 Fran! °

22 L
e n—

Va1das‘V1 Adamkus
Regional Administrator




Declaration

The selected remedy is protective of human health ard the envirorment,
attains federal ard State requirements that are applicable or relevant
ard aporopriate to the remedial action, and is cost-effective. This
remady utilizes permanent solutions and altermative treatment
technologies to the maximum extent practicable for this site. Treatment
is not a major camponent. of this remedy, as thermal treatment of
approximately 300 cubic yards of dioxin-ocontaminated material is the anly
treatment camponent of the remedy. The 1987 Source Removal Operable Unit
does address the principal threat posed by the site through thermal
treatment of contaminated source materials. The principal threats are
considered to be the waste oil, sludge, ard saturated soils near the pits
and tanks (approximately 5,000 c.y.), which will be thermally treated on-
site under the Source Removal Operable Unit. The cambination of the two
remedial actions satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as the
principal element of the final remedy. The remedy also will recduce the
volume, toxicity, and mobility of hazardous substances present at the
site.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-
site, a review will be conducted within five years after cammencement of

remedial action to ensure that the remedy contimues to provide adequate
protection of human health and the enviromment.

il J floZ— ...

Valdas V. adamkus, ional i tor
U.S. Envircrmental ion , Region V
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1.0 SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND ESRIPTION

The Laskin Poplar Oil site is 50 miles ncrtheast cof Clevelard, in Asntabula
County, Jefferson Township, Ohio, west of the village of Jefferson (estiratad
pocwelation 3,012 in 1986). It is southwest of the intersection of Ohio Route
307 ad Poplar Street, and immediately south of Cemetary Creex (Figure 1-1),

The predarinant developed land uses adjacent to the site are recreational amd
residential. The site is boundad on the north by a wocded ravine through
which Cemetery Creer flows ard the old Poplar Street right-of-way; on the
south by open fields, a horse show arema, ard viewing stards of the Ashtabula
County Fairgrourds; on the west by a wooded area ard softhall fields: ax on
the east by Porlar Street and the county fairgraurds (Figure 1-2). East of
roplar Street, in the fairgrounds, is a horse racetrack. Although most of
the recreationmal facilities are limited to use during the sumer, a certain
anount of activity occurs year rouwd, especially in relation to operation of
the racetrack and horse statles.

Several residential properties are located north of the Laskin Poplar 0Oil
site along State Highway 307. Wwater fcr all homes within 0.5 mile cf the
site is octained through the Chio water Service, a private water facility.

The 9-acre site contains the residence of the property cwmer (Mr. Alvin
lLasiin), a greenhouse corylex, a boller house/garage containing 4 boilers
formerly used to heat the greenhouses, a smokestack, 4 in-ground oil storage
pits (2 cf which have been filled in previous response actions), 1 under-
grourd and 32 aboveground storage tanks, a retention pond, a freshwater pord,
2 drained pords (ponds 18 and 19), and miscellanecus small buildings and
sheds. Three small treatment pords constructed by the U.S. EPA contractors
during emergency actions are at the bottam of the south slope of Cemetery
Creek and north cf the retention pord.

local stratigraphy consists of till overlying shale bedrock. The shale is
weathered to a depth of approxirately 8 feet. At the laskin Poplar Oil site,
groundwater in the surficial aquifer flows in the weathered shale, till, ard
overburden soil and discharges at Cemetery Creek. Grourndwater flow in the
urweathered shale is slow. On—-site ponds are hydraulically connected to the
groundwater. Groundwater flows out of the pords at a steep gradient in the
earthen dikes on the downgradient side of the pords. The on-site pits and
tanks are above the water table. Much of the site surface consists of fill
material. ,

Surface el or near the site range fram 855 to 925 feet above mean
eslevations near the freshwater pord and tanks ranging
ml. The lower plateau, containing the retention pord,
with elevations approximately 10 to 20 feet lower than the
area of the pits and tanks. North of the retention pond, the site slopes
steeply dowTwvard toward Cemetery Creek.




2.0 SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

The greanhouses on the laskin Pop*ar 01l site were in cper2tion for
arcroyimately 80 years, beginning in the sarly 183Cs. In the 1950s, boilers
were 1nstalled to heat the greenhouses. tcrage pits 2d tanks were
installed during the 1960s ©o store the cil that fired the boilers, ard the
Boglar 01l Copany continued teo accept waste oil during the 1960s and 1970s.
The corpany rescld sore of the waste coll ard oiled gravel ad dirt roads in
17 towmshipe of Ashtabola County. In 1577, the U.S. EPA axa OEPA identified
PTEs in the waste oil. In 1581, a court order stopped activities at the
lasyin Poplar Cill Corgany.

In early 1921, the United States Envirctrmental Pootection Agency (U.S. EPA)
conducted an investigation at the site and detected polychlorinated biphernyls
(ACBs) in groundwater ard soils. In 1981 and 1982, the U.S. EPA performed
several ermergency actions at the site. The emergency actions included the
following: two ponds, 18 and 19, were drained and regraded; surface runoff
was divertad to a retention pord tc prevent flooding: 302,000 gallons of
2ste 0il was reoved and taken to an cff-site incinmera%or: 430,000 gallons

£ contamirated surface water was treated and discharged off-site:; and

23,007 gallons of sludge was sclidified.

In 1583 the site was placed on the U.S. EFA’s Superfuxd National Priorities
List (NPL) of uncontrolled hazardous waste sites. The U.S. EPA is the lead
agency resporsible for ranaging the investigation and remediation of the
lLaskin Poplar Oil site. The Ohio Envirormmental Protection Agency (OEPA) is
the support agency for the laskin Poplar Oil Superfurd activities.

Reredial Imvestigation (RI) activities were corducted from Decermber 1983 to
November 1984. Activities included sarpling of soils, sediments, oiled road
~rfaces, surface watar, boiler and swokestack; installation of monitoring
wells, and sarpling of groundwater. The activities were part of the FPhase I
RI at the site. During the winter of 1385-1986, the potentially responsible
parties (PRPs) removed approximately 250,000 gallons of waste oil arnd waste

water, in response to an administrative order issued in August 1984.

A second administrative order was issued to the PRPs in late 1986, ordering
them to develop a work plan to address the storage pits, tanks, and their
contents, and scils surrounding the pits and tanks. A third administrative
order xssued in l-"daruaxy 1988 ordered the PRPs to incinerate the materials in
a portion of the most heavily contaminated soil. The

. developing a design for the U.S. EPA’s review and approval

A Phase II conductad in fall and winter of 1987-1988. Work included
geophysical studies: bathymetric surveys: installation of monitoring wells,
ard: sampling of groundwater, surface water, soils, and sediments. The
results of the RI are briefly discussed later in this docunent.

Fcllowing corpletion of the RI, a Feasikility Study (FS) was prepared which



presented an array of alternatives to address site contarination. Eight
alternatives for the laskin Poplar Oil site were evaluated by the U.S. EPA.
Based on the U.S. EPA’s evaluation, a preferred altermative was proposed and
presentad to the public for review and coment. The proposed altermative was
doarented through a Proposed Plan and presented at a public meeting on April
26, 1939 in Jefferson, Ohio. This Record of Decision (ROD) Jdocaments the
U.S. EFA’s chcice of that preferred alterrative.

On Agril 19, 1282, trhe U.S. EPA sent a special notice letter to a mober of
PrPs. This letter rotifiad the PRPs of their liability and responsibility in
conducting the design ad implermentation of the U.S. EPA’s preferred remedial
altermative for the laskin Poplar Oil site. Technical discussiors between
the U.S. EPA and the PRPs have indicated the PRPs appear to be interested in
carrying out the selected altermative.

The U.S. EPA held an crganizational meeting on May 10, 1989, in Clevelard,
Ohio, with representatives of the PRPs, the United States Department of
Justice (DQJ), the OEFPA, ard the U.S. EPA in atterdance. At that meeting,
PRF responsibilities under CERCIA Section 122 were discussed and the PRPs
were encouraged to crganize into a group to promote efficiency in carpleting
the Remedial Design/remedial Action (RD,/RA) negotiations.

3.0 OOMMUNTITY RELATIONS HISTORY

The U.S. EPA has conducted a comunity relations program to keep the public
informed of progress during the RI/FS for the laskin Poplar Oil site ard to
discuss upcoming events. The RI was released to the public in Decerber,
1988, and the FS ard Proposed Plan were released in April, 1989. The U.S.
EPA provided the public with an opportunity to cament on the U.S. EPA’s
preferred alternative and the other altermatives presented in the Feasibility
Study during a 30 day public camment pericd from April 12 to May 12, 1589.
During this time period, interested individuals were encouraged to review the
FS and Proposed Plan and send written corments to the U.S. EPA. Individuals
were also encauraged to review the Administrative Record for the site located
at the County Disaster Service Offices, in the Ashtabula County Courthouse,
25 West Jefferson Street, Jefferson, Chio; and the Ashtabula County District
Library, 335 West 44th Strest, Ashtabula County, Chio. All formal reports
developed by the U.S. EPA are available at these locations.

Notification of the availability of the documents was published in the
following on the dates indicated:

Sentinel - April 17, 24:
The Jef Gazette - April 20:

The Valley News - April 12, 19;

The Byma News - April 12, 19.

In addition to the formal reports, the U.S. EPA distributed summary fact
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sheets on the Source Removal Operable Unit (August, 1987), Remedial
Imvestigation (March, 1989), and the Feasibility Study (April, 1989).

On April 26, 1989, the U.S. EFA held a formal public meeting at the Ashtabula
County Courthouse in Jeffarsorn, Chio. During the meeting, the U.S. EPA made
presentaticns to the comunity on topics such as: sarpling results for soil,
grourd water, surface water, and sediment; risk assessment results; the
scurce remcval operakle unit: the remedial action gmals; the remedial
alterratives developed in the FS: and the U.S. EFA’s preferred altermative.
Following the presentations, the U.S. EPA answered questions from interested
parties presert at the meeting.

A transcript of this meeting is included as part of the Administrative Record
(see Adninistrative Record index, attached as Appendix A) for the laskin
Poplar 0il site. The U.S. EFA’s responses to caments received during this
public meeting and to writter corments received during the public camment
periad are included in the Responsiveness Surary attached to this document.

This decision docurment presents the United States Envirommental Protection

Agency’s (U.S. EPA’s) selected remedial action for the Laskin Poplar Oil site
located in Jefferson, Ohic. This decision document was developed in
accordance with the Corprehersive Envirormental Response, Corpensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act (SARA), and to the extent practicable, the National
Contimgency Plan (NCP). This decision is based on information and documents
contained in the administrative record for this site.

4.0 REIATIONSHTIP TO THE OFPERAELE UNIT R RESPONSE ACTION

The problems at the laskin Poplar Oil site are carplex. As a result, the
U.S. EPA organized the work into two operable units (QUs). The Source
Removal Operabie Unit (SRCU) and the final operable unit. Contaminants
addressed by these two operable units are:

- SRX: Addresses 6,000 gallons of residual oil, 60,000 residual
qallons of wastewater, 700,000 qallons of pumpable and
nonpurpable sludges, and 5,000 cubic yards (c.y.) of
contaminated soil.

- Final OU: Addresses exposure to contaminated scils spread
. throughout the site, and in the boiler house and
Wy~  greenhouse areas; dioxin-contaminated debris; and
; ater directly beneath the site (chiefly underneath
“  pords 18 and 19).

The U.S. EPA has already selected a reredy for the SROU. The PRPs are
currently in compliance with the design portion of an administrative order to
design and implement a remedy for the materials addressed in the SROU. This
Record of Decision (ROD) documents a remedy consistent with the SROU remedy.
This final ROD, in corbination with the SROU, addresses all the contaminated
raterials on-site.
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5.0 SITE CHARACTERISTICS

The FI corsisted of on-site scientific stidlies and laboratcory analyses to
“etermine the nature and extent of corntarinaticon at the site ard affected
areas. During the RI sarples were taxen {rr surface and sub—surface solls;
surfzze water; sediments: grouwrd.ater: residential wells: ard soils, ash, ard
szris from inside the boiler house. The RI report for the laskin Poplar Oil
ite was cagpleted 1n Decerber 1938, The results of the PRI are sioTarized
low,

w (L

o

Co-ta~imation and Affected Media:

Eizheoy-Two organic chericals ard twenty-four incrganic chericals on the U.S.
EFA’s Hazardous Substances List (HSL) were detected in the various media at
the site (Table 5-~1). The organic substances were grouped by analytical
class (VOCs, serivolatile organic corpounds, pesticides, FCBs). Inorganic
substances were evaluated individually, since they do not exhibit the
faactioral similarities of organic chemicals. The cherdcals and their
associated characteristics are listed in Tatle 5-2.

5.1 Groudhater

The rature ad extent of groundwater contamination was defined at the site
(Figure S-1). The study identified two aquifers beneath the site that flow
north towards the Ceretery Creek. The shallow aquifer is carposed of
corbined fill/till and broken shale. The deeper aquifer is characterized by
uncroken shale. The two aquifers appear to be poorly connected, with little
flow evident from the shallow aquifer into the deeper aquifer. The estimated
velume of contaminated groundwater in the aquifer presenting an unacceptable
risk (based on 10% porosity) is 630,000 gallons.

Groundwater contamination was detected in the shallow aquifer beneath pord
13. Halogenated alkanes, ketones, and polynuclear argmatic hydrocarbons
(PAHs) were detected in the shallow aquifer.

Organic contaminants were detacted at low levels (<30 ug/l) downgradient
between the site and Cemetery Creek. Groundwater collected upgradient of the
site contained no detectable concentrations of HSL organic campourds.

Several HSL organic campourds were detected in the deep aquifer groundwater
(€10 ug/l). However, the occurrence was sporadic ard
thaught to be the result of laboratory or bottle

in the deeper aquifer does not appear to be

. Analytical results indicate that the residential
not been affected by site groundwater contamination.

5.2 Surface Water ad Sediment
Surface water analytical results from the on-site retention pond and fresh

water pond did not detect contaminant concentrations above any water quality
standards. Sarpling indicated sedirments from the ponds are contaninated



with PAHs, PCBs, bernzene, toluere, ard xylenes (Figure 5-2).

Surface water sarples frar Cemetery Creek did not detect any HSL
cortaminants., However, sedirents in the creek were contaminaced with PAHs at
sinilar concentrations both upstrean ad downstream of the site, whicn
suggests that the contarirants in the sediment are not sclely the result of
activities at the laskin Poplar Cil site.

5.3 Soil

Scil xuntatination is present throughout the site, with PAHs and PCBs being
the meost prevalent contaminants. Lead is the only inorganic cherizal of
concerm above backgrourd levels in the on-site soil, excluding scil within
structures, attributable to the activities of the laskin Poplar 0il Corpany
(Figure 5-2). On-site soil sarples for polychlorinated dibenzo~p—dioxins
(PCOD) and pclychlcrinated diberzo-p~furans (PCDF) contained less than 1 part
per billion (ppb) of 2,3,7,8~tetrachlorinated dibenzo-p~dioxin (TCDD)
equivalents. Under U.S. EPA guidance, no action is called for if the TCDD
equivalent level is urder 1 ppb. The areas where soil contamination is
concentrated are near the pits, ponds 18 ard 19, and the retention pord. The
highest concentrations occur at the pit bottams, 15 to 25 feet, and contirue
to a depth of approximately 40 feet.

Noerous cff-site sarples were also taxen to establish background levels ard .
contarirant miTyation. Results did nct indicate that off-site soils have s
been affected by site a~tivity. N
L 4
5.4 Structiones

Soil sarples from the boiler house floors, boilers, and smoke stack are
contaminated with PAHs, PCBs, dioxin, and inorganic campourds,

primarily lead and zinc. It is assumed that the boiler house itself is also
contaminated with similar carpounds, including dioxin resulting from
occerations of the boiler house. The ash ard residues still in the boiler and
smokestack contain several inorganic chemicals at concentrations several
orders of magnitude above background ard dioxin concentrations up to 65 ppb
of 2,3,7,8-TCDD ecuivalents.

Analytical results from the greenhouse soils are contaminated primarily with
PAHs ard pesticides, at concentrations of about 1,000 ug/kg and 2,000 uw/kg
respectively. The pesticides could be attributed to previous greenhouse
cperations rather than laskin Poplar 0il Compary activity.

5.5 Air

i ard monitoring was conducted during the first phase of
the RI for hut not conducted during the Phase IT RI field activity.
the results indicated that on-site or off-site air
cortamination would not occur unless there is a substantial surface



disturbance of the site. During the construction phase of the reredy,
controls will be implerented to minisize exposure. Inhalation risks are
discussed in Section 6.2.4.

€.0 SMARY OF STTE RISKS

Tre U.S. EFA corducted a risk assesaent to determine i the site poses
potential effects on public health and the ewirormment. The risk assessment
was develsped in accerdance with U.S. EFA pracecures, as outlinad in the
Sperfing Purlic Health Evaluaticn Man:al (SPYIM; U.S. EP2 1986g). The shudy
ncludad that the site could pese a signlficant risk te huran healtnh through
direct contact with, incidental ingestion, cr inhalaticn of on-site
~crtari-ated soils; direct contact with, inciderzal imgestion, or inhalation
cf rmedia irside the boliler house, and: irgestior cf ccortarminated ground.ater.

6.1 Introcduction

Corta~inants of Concem

THe risk assessment did not use the indicazcr selecticn process saggested in
the SBHEM. Ins<ead, all khown contari~ancs at the site were reviewed to
dezarmine whether they had emvirormental criteria or critical texicity values
(i.e., cancer potency factors, reference dose values, agquatic life protection
criteria, drinking water health advisories, or other drinking water
stardards). If the contarirants were subject to these values or criteria,
they were selectad for evaluation in the health assessment. The contaminants
of potential concern for the lasyin Poplar 0Oil site are listed in Table 6-1.

Not every chemical reviewed had a critical toxicity value or an envirommental
criterion. However, the chemicals that did nct have such values or criteria
occurred infrequently with no uniform distribution on-site or off-site.
Review of the data indicated that omission of those chemicals from the
quantitative risk evaluaticn would not substantially alter the conclusions of
the risk assessment. .

6.2 BExposure Assessment

The contaminants of concern identified in various envirommental media during
the RI were evaluated to determine the level of risk they pose to public
health ard the ervirorment. The risk assessment identified variocus potential
for contaminants at the laskin Poplar 0il site. The
iated with each scenario are presented below. Table 6-2
scenarics evaluated in the risk assessment and the

Figures 6-1 and 6-2 illustrate exposure pathways for aurent and future land
use that were evaluated in the risk assessment for the site.

6.2.1 Imestion of Groud Water

The risk assessment made the corservative assiwoprtion that the groundeater



would be used for a water supply because there are no legal restrictiors for
grourdwater use. The risks associated with future groundwater use resultimg
from site and area developrent were estirated based on the Fhase II
sraund.ater monitoring well data.

Under this assuption, the assessment idertified a potential risk from
drirding site growd water, The plume of conta~inated grourd~ater is limited
*o the area shown La Figuare 5-1. Contarinated qroundwater has not migrated
off-site ard 1s not threatening any private ground.ater supolies in the area.
Ground water in this area contains FAHs, halcgenated alkares, and ketcres.
Certain levels detectad exceed the U.S. EPA’s Maximum Contarinant Levels
(MZT_s) for drinking wzter (Table 6-3). Therefore, conswption of the
grourdw~ater does pose a risk to huran health.

The risk evaluation for ground.~ater ingestion is sumarized by individual
monitoring well in Table 6~4. Groundwater in monitoring wells where
carcinogens were detected caused excess lifetime cancer risks rangimg from
2x1072 to 1X107°. Nen~carcinogenic hazard indices rarged from less than 1 to
6l.

Although these risks are su;n ificant, exposure is unlixkely to occur at this
time. Grourd water on—sn.e is currently not used as a drinking water source
and will be drained within 2 years as part of the remedy for the site.
Residents in the area are connected to a municipal water supply ard will not
be impacted bty the dewatering activity. The combination of diversion trench
ard cap over the site will virtually eliminate any further generation of
contaminated grouwxtwater.

6.2.2 Imgestion of Surface Water

Individuals may be exposad to contaminants released to the surface water on-
site (the freshwater and retention pords) or adjacent to the site at
Cametery Creek. EXposures may result fram children trespassing on the site
or playing in the creek.

The risks associated with incidental ingestion of water frum the ponds are
sumnarized on Table 6-6. The risks to trespassers who may ingest surface
water from the retention or freshwater pords are very limited. Carcinogens
were not detected in water from either pond. The estimation of
mrmrcungmm risk imdicated that the hazard indices for either exposure

The risk "with ingestion of creek water is alsoc shown on Table 6-6.
Organic contaminants attributable solely to the site were not
detected in of Cemetery Creek. FPotential grourndwater discharge to

Cemetery was estimated and risks for exposure to contaminants were
evaluated. Because sane of the estimated values were below the U.S. EPA
Contract laboratory Program (CLP) Routine Analytical Service (RAS) detaction
limits, risks were also estimated assuning contaminant levels at detection
linits to yield a conservative estimate of exposure levels.



E)cposune to the creek is ass:ed Lo be Lm'ez;\.ent Risks associated with
carcinogens range from 1x10~7 to 4x1078 for the Routine Amalytical Service
(RAS) detection linit and maximm pradicted concentrations, respectively.
The hazard index is less than one for both sets of concentrations.

The discrarge of contamirants to the creek couwld result in the exposure of
aquatic organiss in the creek. The makeup of the aguatic corunity in the
creek is not knawn, but the creek is classified as a limited warm water
habitat by the CEFA. 3Because the effluent frr the Jefferson wWastewater
Treatmert Plant corstitutes nost of the flow during dry weather, factors
reiated to the discharge of treated effluent may limit the aquatic
population. Because of the limitations to the aquatic populations in the
creek, people procarly de nct fish the creek frequently. If pecple do fish
the creek, it is unliXely that they will catch and corsioe substantial
amounts of fish.

In somary, the risk assessment irdicated that although there are mechanisms
for release of contaninants to Ceretery Creek, the poetential exposures that
result may not poese substantial risk. The assessment concluded that:

(o} Because nc conta-irants assoclated with the site were detected at
the creek, there were no Aurert measurable irpacts from the site
at the creek.

o Based on concentrations projectad at the creek in the future,
noncarcinogeric risks for trespassers (site residents are assumed
to be aware of the risk incurred by consuming creek water) were
beicw levels of concern, cancer risks for trespassers were less
than 4x1078, and neither federal water quality criteria or State
water quality standards are exceeded at the carpletion of the
remedial action.

6.2.3 Imgestion of Contaminated Soils

The risk assessment evaluated three soil exposure settings: exposures of
site trespassers under current site use; exposure of construction workers
during future site development; and exposure of current and future residents.
These uses could result in persons coming into direct contact with
contaminants in the soil arxd being exposed through the soil irgestion ard
dermal absorption routes of exposure.

developed standard soil ingestion exposure assumptions
water exposures. Information on soil ingestion

ard representative soil ingestion rates were selectad.
ios ard ingestion rates are presented in Section 6.S5.

The U.S. EPA
as it has f

exposures
These

Dermal absorption is also a potential exposure route associated with soil
contact. Calculations in the risk assessment indicated exposures through
dermal absorption were two orders of magnitude less than exposures

soil ingestion. Because of this, risks associated with soil ingestion were
assuned to be representative of direct contact soil exposures.

-



Acess to the site is not currently restricted, and accordingly a trespassing
individual (including children) could reach the site and ingest contaminated
scil. Risks to site residents and construction workers were also calculated.

Tre risk assessment identified a pctential risk from lLrgesting conta-_rated
scils’at the lLaskin Poplar Cil site. Carcincgenic risk reaches a high of
2x107¥ ¢to a resident in the boiler house who ingests soil from 0 to 14 feet
with the highest dezectad concentrations of PAHS ard P(Bs. This same soil
previded the highest armlative norcarcinogenic HI at 10,000 due to
consoption of soil containing inorsanic cerntaminants (residential child—
wCISt case soeraric).

Scil and sedirert ingestion risks under “he three different scerarics
(residential, trespass, and construction) are swrarized in Table 6-5.

6.2.4 Airborme Contaminant Inhalation

Ch‘.—si:e exposures under current lamd use conditions may include risks fram
the inhalation of volatilized or resqspended contaminants. The presence of
contaminants in surface soil, sub—surface soil, ard groundwater presents the
potential for inhalation exposures. Innalation risks for trespassers were

calcilated separately for exposures to vclatilized ard resusperded
contaminants.

Airborme contaminant concentrations at the site boundaries were assumed to be
equivalent to airborne concentrations on-site. Risks were calaulated for a
70kg adult who is exposed for 12 hours/day, 7 days/week, for 20 years.
Exposure was assumed to occur during the summer months when predicted
concentrations fram volatilization were at the highest levels. Qumlative
risk levels reached highs of 1x10~® for inhalation of volatlllzed
contaminants (vinyl chloride, methylene chloride) ard 2x10~7 for inhalation

of resusperded material by a site boundary resident.

Table 6-6 sutarizes risk from ambient air inhalation.

6.3 Toxicity Assessment

The assessment addressed contaminants in terms of two categories of toxicity:
carcinocgenic and noncarcinogenic health effects. Carcinogenic Potency

Factors (CPFs Raference Dose Factors (RfDs) for chemicals detected at
the site are; in Table 6-7 and Takle 6~8, respectively.

6.4 Characterization

The risk for the lLaskin Poplar Oil site did not address the total
risk associated with the site. Firstly, standards or critical toxicity
values do not exist for every chemical detected at the site. Secordly, all
exposure pathways and their associated routes of exposure could not be
quantified.

»



The adverse potential risks associated with the site are swmarized below.

Surface Water

o]

Although there are path.ays for the release of contaminants to
Ceretery Creex, the potential exprosures do not appear to pose an
uraccertable risk. Basad on comcentrations projected at the creek,
trespassers are at an excess cancer risk level less than 4xlO"B,
a~d releases of grouxd.ater into Ceretery Creek are not predicted
to exceed any federal AWQCs or State Water Quality Standards.

Crooctater

o}

Scil

There are no cwrent exposures asscciated with groundwater, but if
residertial wells were installed on-site, residents would be
expesed to a excess lifetime cancer risk ranging from 2x1072 to
11078, and concentratiors of noncarcinogens at levels that exceed
their respective RfDs.

and Sedirent

Trespassers could be exposad to PCDD/PCOF, PAHs, and PCBs in
su:fage scil that colld yield an excess lifetime cancer risk of
2x107°,

Trespassers in the boiler house could be exposed to PCDO/PCDF
oonta.zj.nation that could yield an excess lifetime cancer risk of
2x1074%,

Boiler house soil has lead concentrations of 212,000 my/kg that
could cause trespassers to intake lead at over 400 times the RfD.

Trespassers in the greenhocuse could be exposed to excess lifetime
cancer risks of 4x10~7 to 3x10~/ from PAHs and dieldrin.

Contact with retention pord sediment and seeps by trespassers
could yield excess lifetime cancer risks of 3x10™> due to PAH and
PCB contamination. .

Construction activities at the site could lead to excess lifetime
cancer risks of 3x10~% from contact with PAHs and PCBs in surface
ace soil.

residents could be exposed to PAH and FCB

that yields excess lifetime cancer risks of 2x1073
based on contaminants present at 0 to 2 feet and 2x107>
based on contaminants present at 0 to 14 feet.

Contact with contaminated surface soil could be a potential
exposure route to animals, although specific animal risks were not
quantified.

oL



Alr
o Trere is no CQurrent uraccoeptarle risk assoclated with atbient air
intalation at the site. The excess lifetime risk associated with
arzient air irhalaticn at the size ranges from 2078 o 3x1078,
Tre noncarcinogenic haczard incdex is less than cre.
Limitaticrs and ASToEYichs

Sa—pling amd analysis

Fate and transport estiraticn
Exposure estiration
Toxicological data

O000O

Uncertainty factors in the risk assessment dus to uncertainty cormon to risk
assessents in general are sicTarized in Tatle 6-9. Uncertainty factors in
“nis particilar site’s risk assesshert 2re scoTarizad in Takle 6-10.

6.5 Analytical Methads
erer

The risk assessment calculated doses for these contaminants of concern fourd
on~site at concentrations higher than background. Noncarcinogenic risks were
estimated by calculating a Hazard Index (HI), the ratio of the exposure dose
to the acceptable chronic intake. Cancer risks were estimated by multiplying
“he average lifetime exposure dose by the CFF.

In general, the RfD is an estimate (with uncertainty spanning perhaps an
order of magnitude) of a daily exposure to the human population (including
sensitive subgroups) that is likely to be without an appreciable risk of
deleterious effects during a lifetime. The RfD is generally expressed in
units of milligrams per kilogram of body weight per day (my/kq/day).

The HI approach assumes dose additivity, which means that the estimatad daily
intake of each chemical is divided by its RfD and the resulting quotients are
sumed. The resulting sum is the HI. Any single chemical with a daily

intake grea the RfD will cause the HI to exceed unity. Of course,
the hazard i excesd unity even if no single chemical exceeds its RfD.
When the HI one, there may be concern for a possible noncarcinogenic
health risk.

The dose-response relationship for carcinogens is expressed as a CPF or slope
factor. CPFs are presentad in units of the inverse of milligrams of chemical
per kilogram of body weight per day. The appruvach used by the U.S. EPA to
estimate the CPF fram animal studies or huran data assumes a dose-response
relationship with no threshold.
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The potential for carcinocgenic effects is evaluated by estimating excess
lifetime cancer risk. Excess lifetime cancer risk is the incremental
iLixrease in the probability of developing cancer over the backgrourd
probability (i.e., if no exposure to site contaminants occurred). For
exarple, a 1X10™8 excess lifetime cancer risk means that for every i million
pecple esposed to the carcincgen throughout their lifetimes, the average
incidence of camcer is increased by orne extra case of cancer.

Grauncd.ater

The risk assessment assmed tnat a 70-x3 adult would drirk 2 liters of
grouncwater per day cver a 70-year lifetime.

Surface water

The chemical concentration in Cemetery Creek was estirated using a four-step
process:

1. The site was divided into three distinct areas of flow (flow tubes),
each characterized by a representative discharge ard concentration.

2. The average discharge was determined fcr each flow tube.

3. A representative concentration for each chemical detected was determined
for each flow tube, and the estirated chemical mass lcading from each
flow tube to Cemetery Creek was calculated.

4. The resultant chemical concentration in Cemetery Creek was determined.
Soil

Probable average case doses for exposure were calculated based on ingesting
0.1 g/day of soil containing average contaminant levels. Worst case doses
were calculated based on ingesting 1.0 g/day of soil containing maximum
contaminant levels. The risk assessment used the resulting doses to estimate
potential risks.

To evaluate exposures associated with trespassing, the risk assessment
assumed that site visits by an imdividual (70 kg adult, 35 kg child) would be
2 days per , weaks of the year (sumer months) for 10 years.

Igestion mlculations for a site resident assumed a body weight of
70 kg, daily (ake, 70 year lifetime, and 70 year, full-time exposure.
Exposure cal ans for construction workers assumed a 70 kg worker would

be ingesting contaminated soil for 8 hours/day, 5 days/week, for a periad of
1 year.



Alr

No guantitative on-site arrient air gualicy sa.“;ii:x; was perfcrmed during the
Trase II RI, ard the inhalation exposure is tased entirely upon modeling

ofFrarte,

Pessirle release mechanists include velatilization of corganic capouds fraom
e subsurface and rechariczal resuspensicn of both organic ard incrganic
~oryouds 1n the surface soll.

The risk assessent assimed that the volatile contaminant levels in the
sis . rface were at equl‘u:"lm between the pore air, the soil, axd the
groud.ater for estimating the release of VOCs.

The assessment assumed the airbornme concentration of respirable suspended
raterial was 100 ug/m>. It was further assumed that all of the airborme
raterial was derived from the surface soil at the site. The resulting
airbome concentrations of contatinants ue:e the product of the surface soil
concentraticn and a rass loading of 100 ug/m

6.4 Potential Future Risks

Alzhough the site is not operating, there is no site development, ard
groundwater is not being used for drinking water purposes, there is still a
potential threat of future contaminant releases that may endanger public
health and the envirorment. A major remedial action objective for the site
is to reduce this threat of future contaminant releases in addition to
reducing curent risks identified in the risk assessment. Several factors
contribute to the potential threat of future releases.

The major concern of the site are the source waste oils contained in pits and
tanks. This major concern is being addressed as part of the Source Removal
Operable unit (see Section 4.0). This second remedial action deals basically
with the residual contamination contained in soils, sediments, groundwater,
and the boiler house area.

7.0 DOQMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

This Record of Decision selects Altermative 3A, as described in the Proposed
Plan, as the preferred remedial alternative for the Laskin Poplar Oil site.
the U.S. EPA has reviewed and respanded to all caments received from the
interested B, including those from the State and neighboring
cxtunities, the public camment period. Camments were made on
Altermative other remedial alternatives. Based on the public
caments, EPA has determined that there is no need for any
significant changes to Alternative 3A.

In the event that additional data or information during the design of the
renedy reveals the need for a modification, the U.S. EPA will notify the
public of any changes to the remedy presented here in this Record of
Decision. '



8.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

The U.S. EPA identified potential risks that should be addressad by remedial
reSpcrse actions at the laskin Poplar Oil site. These risks are associated
wiZh: direct contact with, incidental imgesticn or inralation of
contarirated scils and certain sedirents con-site; direct contact with,
incidental ingestisn or innalation of contaminated soils in the greenhouse
area; direct contact with, incidental ingestion or irmhalaticn of contaminated
soils and ash in the beiler house, arnd ingestion of on-site contaminated
srooxd water.

The FS identified tec.‘*:»ologles that cauld eliminate or reduce the risxs for
gach of these mecia. These mediunspecific technclagies were screened based
on corpatibility with v.aste and site characterization. The surviving
technologies were then asserkled into site-wide remedial altermatives. The
FS then evaluated the alternatives based on protectiveness; long and short-~
tem effectiveness: meeting applicarle, relevant, and appropriate
requirerents; reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume; irplementability,
and cost. This evaluation process was carried out accerding to procedures
specified by the U.S. EPA in CERCLA, SARA, the NCP, ard the U.S. EPA guidance
docrents including Inserin Guidance on Superfind Selection of Reredy (OSWER
Directive No. 9335.0-19, December 24, 1986) and Interim Final Guidance for
Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA
(CSWIR Directive No. 9355.3-01, Cctober, 1988).

The altermatives to reduce site risks that are evaluated in detail include a
no action altermative, and eight other altermatives. The eight other
alternatives rarge fronm one which relies upon contairment of waste, with
little or no trea™ent, up to an alternative that relies almost carpletely
upon treatment, to reduce site risks. The FS locked at alternatives
irnvolving treatment in order to reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of
site wastes.

Each of the eight remedial alternatives evaluated in detail is described

briefly below. The descriptions include contairment carponents, treatment
corponents, institutional controls, estimated time for implementation, cost
(estimated to two significant figqures), overall protection, ard carpliance
with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARS). Section
9.0, wmc'h dacnb-s the cmparatlve analysis of the alternatives, supplies

8.1 Al
The U.S. EP, red to evaluate a "No Action" altermative. Under this
altermative, ‘would be no further site remediation performed beyond the

waste materials addressed in the Socurce Removal Operable Unit. No additional
costs or time would be required beyond the source removal action.



Institutional controls and use restrictiorns would be irposed to pronibit site
use, larnd development, and groud-water extraction. Access restrictions
would also be enforced %o prevent any interference or vadalism at the site.

The U.S. EFA would recormend that on-site residents terporarily relocate
during construction of the remed;y for safery reasons. Stringent reascres
wold be taken to ensure the health ard safety of werkars on-site as well as

the local resiZents near the site.

Alterrative 2 relies mainly on contaiment, instituticral cortrols, amd
morlitoring. Contaiment of soil prevents exposure to contamirated soils.
Restricting graud-water use cn-site would be effective in eliminating risks
from drinking this groud water. Fencing would restrict access tc the site.
foterntial future risxs, as described in Secticn 6.3, would be recuced.
However, Alterrative 2 allows further generation of contaminated groundwater
by potential release of contarinants in soil. Further, Altermative 2 does
not meet State of Chio closure requirements for solid or hazardous waste
land€ills, which has been idertified as an ARAR.

The costs cf Altemative 2 axd the estiratad time for Lrplementation are as
follows:

Capital Cos%: $ 3,300,000

rresent worth © & M Costs: $ 1,400,000

Total Costs: $ 4,700,000

Time to Irmplement: 1 year

NOTE: The estimated total present worth of the altermatives described in
Sections 8.3 through 8.8 do not take into account the plamned activities from
the Source Removal Operable Unit activity currently urder design by the PRPs.
Significant cost savings can be made if the plammed incineration of the waste
oils, sludge, ard saturated soils take place at the same time the final
remedial altermative is implemented. The total costs for altermatives 3
thraxgh 6 which irvolve thermal treatment of soils and diodn-contaminated
material, can be reduced by approximately $3,000,000 to $4,000,000. The
reductian in cost is based an site preparation, mobilization, and
demobilization of the incinerator.

8.3 Alternative 3A

Altermative 3A has the same carponents as Alternative 2 with the exception of

the soil covery. itionally, Alternative 3A incorporates a groundwater
treatment of dioxin-contaminated material.

The grourdw ' system is a carbination of a multi-layer cap amd
trench up~gradient fram the site. The diversion trench
ent groundwater and re-direct the grourndwater arourd
the site arnd discharge to Cermetery Creek where it would contirue its normal
flow pattern. This diversion trench would prevent regional grourdwater from
passing through contaminated soils. The multi-layer cap would significantly
reduce infiltration of surface water into the contaminated soils. Together,
these two technologies would virtually eliminate further generation of
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contaninated groundwater and effectively de—w2%ter the site. Safe Drinking
water ACt (SOWA) MCLs would not apply to the reredy because the grourdwater
in the shallow aquifer beneath the site would be virtually eliminated.

The multi-laver cap would be placed cver scils with greater than 1x3076
excess lifetime cancer risk levels and a total hazard index greater than one.
Fricr o cap installation, a detailed gectechnical investigation would be
corcuctad to measure the properties of the soil ad clay used to construct
the cap. The purpose of this investizazion wailld be to determine the
stability of these raterials under flood conditions. The cover would then be
nstructed with side slopes flat encugh ©o protect the contained area from
dirage Zdue to floading. In addition, the cap walid be constructed, operated,
and raintained te ensure its perfermance in containing contaninated soils.
This alterrative does meet Ohio clesure requirements for solid waste
landfills ard requirements for landfill closure autlined under 40 CFR
§264.310. The cap would be designed amd constructed to promote drainage,
minirmize the ervsion of the cover, ard provide long-term minimization of
migration of liquids through the underlying contaminated soils.

Altermative 3A incorporates treatment cof source raterial. The contaminated
soil to be treated contains dioxin and PRA-listed wastes (including, but not
iimited to, KO3%, FOO1, and FOOS). Dicxin~conzaninated soil, ash, and
derris would be incinerated on-site by a mobile incinerator. Approxirately
300 c.y. of dioxin-contaminated material from the boiler house area would be
incinerated. The residue ash would be tested for hazardous constituents, ard
hazardous characteristics (RCRA characteristic waste tests). Analytical
results would be campared to the U.S. EPA’s delisting criteria. If levels do
not exceed the delisting criteria, the residue ash would be disposed of an-
site beneath the cap. If the ash does not meet the delisting criteria, the .
ash would be disposed of off-site in a RCRA hazardous waste facility. The
ash would be required to meet the treatment stardards specified in the lLard
Disposal Restrictions (40 CFR Part 268) for any restricted RCRA-listed waste
(including, but not limited to, K035, FOCl, and FOC5) it contained prior to
disposal off-site.

Dioxin-contaminated structures would be dismantled and decontaminated or
thermally treated. Dioxin material that could not be decontaminated or
incinerated, would be stored on-site in a concrete vault as described under
Altermative 2.

Alternative
monitoring,

rates the ground-wazer monitoring, surface water
2 restrictions already described under Alternative 2.

ive 3A and the esti~azed t“ime to implement this

altermative
Capital Cost: $ 10,000,000
Present Worth O & M Costs: $ 1,300,000
Total Costs: $ 11,000,000
Time to Irplement: 2 years



8.4 Altermative 3B

Altermative 3B has the same carponents as altartative 3A except that the
contarirated groundwater is addressed in a different ranner. Altermative 1B
crovides a permeable soil cover rather than an irperreacle rulti-layer cap
over. The soil cover would allow rainfall to percclate thragh the
contamiratad scils and enter ground.atar. A grouwnd.ater ceollection trench
wald be installed dowrgradient from the site rather than a diversion trench
as descriked in Altermative 3A. The trench would colliect grourdwater fiow
passing through the sits. Groundwater would then be treated amd discharged
to Cemetery Creek, at levels below that rmequired to maintain AWXCs in
leretery Creek.

A corbination of air stripping ard activated carbon would be used to treat a
flow rate estimated at 5 gallons per minute. Total volume of contaminated
g'm'd.'at.e.r with contarinant concentrations that result in risk above t.he
1x1076 level is (based upon 10% porosity) 650,000 gallons. The groundwa
treatment system would be designed to produce effluent that meets the
discharge standards of the required Nationmal Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit. Ground.-ater and surface water monitoring would be
performed. Influent and treated ground~ater effluent would be monitored
regularly as required per the NFDES permit.

Based upon the predicted rate of contarinant moverment and the aligrment of
the groundwater collection system, the time required to reduce contaminant
levels in the groundwater to below MCls is estimated to be greater than SO
years.

The soil cover would consist of a well-capacted, low-permeability cover at
least 24 inches thick. The soil cover would be placed over the same area of
contaminated soils as previously described in altermative 3A. This top soil
layer would be planted with grass. However, the scil cover would not meet
oOhio closure requirements for solid waste landfills.

The costs and time to implement Alternative 3B are listed below:

Capital Cost: $ 8,700,000
Present Worth O & M Costs: $ 2,100,000
Total Costs: $ 11,000,000
Time to Implement: 2 years

ical to Alternative 3A, except that a volume of highly
thermally treated along with the dioxin-contaminated
soils that exceed 1073 excess cancer risk levels,
approximately eguivalent to 3,000 c.y., would be thermally treatad.

Contaminated soils in excess of 10~7 excess cancer risk were defined in the
RI. These soils are contaminated primarily with PAHs, PCBs, and lead.
Incineration would be effective in destroying the organic contaminants in
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soil. However, incineration would not address the lead or any heavy metals
contained in scils.

The residue ash would be tested for hazardous corstituents, and hazardous
characteristics (RCRA characteristic waste tests). Aralytical results would
be corpared to the U.S. IPA’s delisting criteria. If levels do not exceed
the delisting criteria, the residue ash would be disposed of cn-site beneath
the cap. If the ash does not meet the delisting criteria, the ash would be
disposad of cff-site in a RCRA hatardous wastes facility. The ash would be
required to meet the treatent standards specified in the lLand Disposal
Restrictions (40 CFR Par+t 268) for any RCRA-listed waste (inclading, but not
limated to, KOI5, FOOL, ard FOO3) it cocntaired pricr to disposal off-site.
Off-site dispcsal of 3000 c.y. of resicdue ash would increase the total cost
cf this alterrative by $1,200,000. As in Altermative 3, ash resulting fronm
the incineratiocn of dicxin-contaminated soil, ash, ard debris may require
disposal to an off-site RCRA hazardous waste facility (if not delistable).
Off-site disposal would cost an additicnal $ 120,000.

Tre costs and time to irplerment Altermative 4A are as follows:

Capital Costs: $ 12,000,000
rresert worth C & M Costs: $ 1,30C,000
Tctal Costs: $ 13,000,000
Time to Irplement: 2 years

8.6 Altermative 4B

Alternative 4B is identical to Alternative 3B, except that a volure of highly
contaminated scil is therrally treated along with the dioxin-contaminated
material. Contarinated soils that exceed 1073 excess cancer risk levels,
approxirately equivalent to 3,000 c.y., would be thermally treated.

The costs and Lrrlementation time for Altermative 4B are as follows:

Capital Costs: $ 11,000,000
Present Worth O & M Costs: $ 2,100,000
Total Costs: $ 13,000,000
Time to Implement: 2 years

8.7 Altermative SA
Altermative @Mdgridentical to Alternmative 4A, except that a greater volume

of soil inerated. Alternative SA defines a volume of soil
equivalent .10"“ excess cancer risk level. This results in a volume
equivalent

tely 37,000 c.y.
L

As in altermative 4, residue ash has the potential of not passing the U.S.
EPA’s delisting criteria for hazardous waste. Under Alternative SA,
approximately 6,000 c.y. has the potential of exceeding the delisting
criteria. This amount of residue ash would still be considered hazardous
waste and therefore would require off-site disposal to a RCRA hazardous waste



facility. Off-site disposal of 6,000 c.y. wauld increase the total cost of
the altermative by about $2,400,000. The reraining 31,000 c.y. would most
likely pass the delisting criteria and than gualify for on-site disposal
bensath the cap.

The ccsts ad irplementation time for Altarmative 3A are as focllows:

Carpizal Costs: $ 32,000,000
frecent werth O & M Costs: $ 1,100,000
Total Costs: $ 33,000,000
Time to Ltlement: 3 years

8.7 Altermative SB

Altermative 5B is identical to 4B excepc that a greater vclume (37,000 c.y.)
cf contarinated soils is treated as in altermative S5SA.

Tre costs associated with Alterrative 53 are as follows:

Capital Costs: $ 31,00C,000
Present wWorth O & M Costs: $ 2,100,000
Total Costs: $ 33,000,000
Time to Irplement: 3 yzars

8.8 Altermative 6

This alternative would incinerate all soils exceeding the 10™® excess cancer
risk level, equivalent to approximately 57,000 c.y. Retention and fresh
water pords would be drained ard back filled with clean soil material as
described in Altermative 2. Surface water fram the pords would be discharged
to Cemetery Creek. All contaminated structures on-site would be demolished,
decontaminated or thermally treated, and disposed of off-site in a sanitary
lamrdfill. Dioxin-contaminated structures would be decontaminated and
disposed of off-site in a sanitary landfill. Those materials which can not
be decontaminated or treated would be disposed in an on-site concrete vault
and capped in accordance to RCRA storage requirements for hazardous waste.

Incinerated dioxin-contaminated soil, ash, and debris, would be disposed of
on-site, assuming ash is delistable. If ash is not delistable, the ash would
be disposed in an off-site RCRA hazardous waste facility at an additional
cost of $120,

that all soils exceeding the 1075 excess cancer risk
level, app 87,000 c.y., be removed and thermally treated on-site.
Residue ash s disposed of on-site assuming the ash is delistable and
rerdered . If ash is not delistable, then ash would be disposed
in an off-site RCRA hazardous waste facility. As in Altermative 4,
approximately 6,000 c.y. of residue ash has the potential of failing the U.S.
EPA’s delisting criteria for the Extraction Procedure Toxicity Test due to
the lead content in soils. However, an additional 9000 c.y. of residue ash
has the potential of exceeding the standard for direct contact and incidental

Altermative
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ingestion for lead. Thus 15,000 c.y. of ash may require contairment or off-
site disposal. This alternative does not provide a cover, therefore off-site
dispcsal would be required for the ash. The off-site dispesal of about
15,000 c.y. of residue ash would increase the tcotal costs of this altermative
by apgrexirately $6,000,000.

Under Alternative 6 the site would be regraded with clean material to allow
proper site re-vagetation and drainage. No grourdwater diversion or
cecllection trench would be required since all sources of contamination would
be removed. However, grourd.ater encountered or collected during the
excavation of soils would be treated ard then discharged to Cemetery Creek.
This altarmative allows grouxdtwater to flow unrestricted towards Cemetery
Creek. Ground.ater ard surface water monitering would be conducted to assess
quality of ground.ater discharging into Cemetery Creek.

Institutional controls and access restrictions would be imposed on the
property until dioxin-contaminated material in vault is removed for final
treatment and disposal. The estimated costs for this altermative are as
follows:

Capital Cost: $ 41,000,000
Present Worth O & M Costs: $ 1,000,000
Total Costs: $ 42,000,000
Tine to Irplement: 4 years

9.0 SUMMARY OF THE CCMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

The U.S. EPA used the following nine criteria to evaluate each of the
altermatives identified in the FS report. The remedial alternative selected
for the site must represent the best balance among the evaluation criteria.

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Envirament addresses
whether a remedy adequately protects human health ard the
enviromment and whether risks are properly eliminated, reduced, or
controlled through treatment, engineering controls, or
institutional controls.

2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements addresses whether a remedy meets all State and
federal laws an:l requirements that apply to site conditions and

!tt«:tivums ard Permanence refers to the ability of a
-Teliably protect human health and the envirorment over
: cloamp goals have been met.

4. Redu:tim of Taxicity, Mobility, or Volume are three principal
measures of the overall performance of an alternative. The 1986
Superfund Amendrents and Reauthorization Act (SARA) emphasizes
that, whenever possible, the U.S. EPA shauld select a remedy that
will permanently reduce the level of toxicity of the contaminants
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at the site, the spread of contaminants away frum the site, ard
the volume, or amount, of contaminants at the site.

S. Short-Term Effectiveness refers to the likelihocd of ary adverse
irpacts to human health or the enviroment that may be posed
during the construction and irplementation period until cleamsp
gcals are achieved.

6. Implementability is the taechnizal and adrinistrative feasihility
of a remedy, including the availability of materials and services
needed to iryrlement the remedy.

7. Cost includes capital and operation and raintenance costs of
irlementing a remedy.

8. State Acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the RI,
EA, FS, and Proposed Plan, the State of Ohio (OEPA) concurs with,
opposes, or has no corment on the alternative the U.S. EPA is
proposing as the remedy for the site.

~ 9. Commity Acceptance indicates whether the public concurs with the
remedy presented in the U.S. EPA’s Proposed Plan.

9.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Envirorment

With the exception of the no-action alternative (Alternative 1), each
alternative would protect huran health ard the envirorment.

Altermative 6 would eliminate known risks identified in the RI. It would
prevent exposure to the contaminated soil ard prevent or minimize future
release of contarminants to groundwater and the creek. The thermal treatment
technologies to be employed would be very reliable. Use restrictions would
not be required to achieve protection goals over the long term. However, use
restrictions would be negessary prior to removal of the concrete vault.

Alternatives 3A, 4A, and SA would prevent direct contact with or ingestion or
inhalation of contaminated scil by containing it with a multi-layer cap,

~ whereas Alternatives 2, 3B, 4B, and SB would provide that protection using a
soil cover. Altermatives 3, 4, S, ard 6 would treat incrementally greater
amounts of soil. Altermatives that treat greater amounts of soil (4, S, amd
6) would be no protactive given that restrictions on land use are still

required. _

The level of aqainst contaminated grourdwater is differentiated
between al that include groundwater control ("A" alternmatives),
those that i groundwater collection ("B" alternatives), and those with

no action taken on groundwater other than use restrictions (Alternatives 2
ard 6). Assuming no action were taken other than use restrictions, the
reraining potential risk would be minor since the aguifer has poor
characteristics for use as a drinking water source and because local
residents use municipal water. Alternatives that include groundwater control



would provide additional protection from contanminants in groundwater by
elmmatmg groundwater above the um.eathered shale. Groundwater collection
altermatives would provide additicral prﬂt,ect-m by ocllecting and treating
all groundwater. Over time this woulld also reduce the levels of contaminants
o the =oils on-site.

Alterrative 2 would ranage nmost of the risks identified in the RI, but would
Ot be fully srotective because the growdeater would not be contrelled or

collected ard treated. The cover wald prevant axposure to the contarminatad

sall. Draining and back-filling the ponds would redoce futire release of
csr.:a:".ants to graud.zter by reducing infiltration. L’*stit'utiuna.l controls
ad access restricticrns would prevent excavation of contamirated soil ard
dabris. The concrete vault would reduce direct contact with dioxir-
contarinated soil ard debris.

Under Alternative 1, no remedial action would be conducted at the site, ard
therefore risk to hunan health and the enviroment as identified in the risk
assessment would nct be reduced. As this altermative is judged to not be
crotective of human health and the envirocnent, Alternative 1 will be dropped
from further consideration or discussicn.

9.2 Capliance with Applicable or Relevant ard Appropriate Requirements

Altermatives 2, 3A, 3B, 4A, 438, 5A, ad 5B would achieve the requirements of
health-based TBC criteria for soil by using a cover to prevent direct contact
with contaminated material. The socil cover in Altermatives 2, 3B, 4B, and 5B
would not corply with RCRA requirements or OEPA requirements for a closure

cap because of the potential higher permeability of the cover soil than the

underlying soil. The multi-layer cap in Altermatives 3A, 4A, and SA would be
designed to achieve the cap requ:.renents of RCRA ard the Ohio Hazardous Waste

regulations.

The dioxin vault used in all alternatives would be designed to achieve RCRA
tank and storage criteria. All alternatives would meet ARARS related to
flood plains and wetlands, and fugitive emissions frum grading and excavation
wauld be controlled so that Chio Air Quality Standards are not exceeded.

Altermative 3A, 4A, and SA would meet grourdwater quality ARARs by isolating
the contaminants from the uncontaminated groundwater and eventually
eliminating the contaminated groundwater by dewatering the site.

Alternati ' and SB would meet ARARS pertaining to groundwater
quality by and treating the contaminated groundwater. These
alternati incorporate a groundwvater treatment system which would be
designed to effluent that meets the discharge stardards of the NPDES
it ard O Water Quality Standards. Air stripper emissions would be

limited to levels that would meet Ohio Air Quality Standards.

Altermative 6 would achieve ARARS pertaining to groundwater quality by
removing the sources of groundwater contamination and allowing existing
contarminated groundwater to attenuate naturally.



Ohic water Quality Standards would be met at the cagletion of the
remediation under all altermatives evaluated.

Becaise Alter-atives 3A, 38, 4A, 4B, SA, 53, ad 6 would provide on-site
thermal treathent, the therral treaTent unlit would have Lo cxrply with the
tazrr:ical requiremernts fer a RCPA hazardous waste incinerator (RRA

Sopart O 40 CTR §8264.343 to 264.351) ad with Ohio Hazardous waste
regulations pertaining tc design and oper=-ion cof the system. Destruction
ad Fremcval Efficiencles [DREs) outlined in 40 CFR §2684.343 would have to be
met for sclvents ($2.99%), rmixed orzanl (99.99%) and dicxin (99.99%%%). In
a3dditicn, erissicors would have to oxyply with staxdards fcor hazar—dous air
pclivtants and the Ohic Arrient Alr Quality Standards.

Soe of the residue frorm the thermal treatent operaticns might have to be
disposed of off-site at a RCRA landfill. Any contaiminated wastewaters
generated from the operation that could not be treated would have to be taken
to a RCPA facility. Thris residue ad ary waste.~aters to be disposed of in a
RRA lardfill must meet treathent standards for any RCRA-listed waste
(including, t nct lizited to, K333, FOCl, and FOOS) they contain as defined
under the land Disposal Restrictions (40 CFR Part 268). Residue which fails
to pass the RCRA characteristic waste tests tust undergo further treatment to
eliminate the hazardous characteristic pricr to land disposal. Transport
arnd disposal of these wastes would have to corply with RCRA regulations for
hazardous waste generators and U.S. Depar—ent of Transportation regulations
for transporting hazardous waste ard with the U.S. EPA’s off-site disposal

policy.

Alternative 6 would meet local zoning reguirements for redevelopment and
achieve RCRA criteria for a clean closure once the dioxin-contaminated
raterial is removed from the on-site vault and the vault is dismantled.

Because it incorpcrates no grourndwater treatment or control, Altermative 2
would not achieve APARS for grourdwater quality; i.e., SOWA MCLs, State MCls,
or health-based criteria that are classified as to-be-considered (TBCs). As
this altermative would not corply with ARARs, ard does not provide grourds
for an ARAR waiver, Alternative 2 will be dropped fram further consideration
or discussion.

ARARs for each alternative are suamarized in Table 9-1.

ectiveness and Permanence

With the ex ,of Altarnative 6, all altermatives would retain same
ying on the multi-layer cap or soil cover to prevent
direct contact With contaminated soil contained on-site. While both
technologies waild be reliable if maintained and if used in conjunction with
institutional controls and access restrictions, the potential for
infiltration would be less for multi-layer cap altermatives since the
gecrervrane and geotextile barrier layer, if properly installed, is nearly
inpermeatle. A drainage layer present in the multi-layer cap allows free



drainage of water that infiltrates the top layer, aliowing seeping water to
be reroved, reducing the possibility that the water would penetrate the
tarrier layer.

lormg-term cperation and mainterance of a ccllection/treatment system and
erforcement of aquifer use restrictions to provide long-term protection fram
corsoption of contanmiratad groundw-ater. Although it appears unlikely that
the shallow aguifer grourd~ater would be usaed, the altermatives that include
ground-ater control would aveoid the need for long-term aquifer use
restricticns altogether. The reliapility of the "B" alternatives in
greventing off-site migration of contaminated groundwater would deperd upon
maintenance cf the ground.ater collection and treatment system.

Altermatives 3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, 5A, amd 5B lie between Altermatives 2 and 6 in
terrs of long-term effectiveness and reliability, since they would achieve
removal and treathent of some contaminated soil. Because these alternatives
wold provide adequate protection over the long term, the most significant
differences between Altermatives 3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, SA, and SB relate to their
long~term reliability. Altermatives 3A and 3B would provide only slightly
greater reliability since only a very s-all portion of the total mass of
coptaninants would be treated. Alterratives 4A and 4B would be nearly as
reliable as Alternatives SA and 5B, since the contaminated soil near the
ground surface would be renxcved amd treated. Alternative 6 would provide the
highest degree of long-term effectiveness since no contaminated media would
be left at the site following corpletion of the work (including the removal
of the dioxin-contaminated material in the vault). Altermative 6 is the only
altermative that does not rely on long-term maintenance or monitoring.

9.4 Reduction of Taxicity, Mobility, or Volume

Altermative 6 would achieve the greatest level of toxicity reduction by
treating all contaminated soil. It should be noted, however, that the mass
of contaminants removed is not directly proportional to the volume of soil
treated. For example, the incremental mass of contaminants removed in
Alternative 6 is only 20 percent more than the contaminant mass removed in
Alternatives SA or 5B, although Alternative 6 treats over 54 percvent more
soil (by volume) than Alternatives SA or SB.

Under Alternatives 3B, 4B, and 5B, groundwater treatment would not achieve a
j the toxdcity of contaminants on-site. Less than 10

§ of contaminants on-site are estimated to be present in
the satura ad groundwater. Much more significant reductions in the
on-site would be achieved with soil thermal
Mstimated that Alternatives 4A arnd 4B would achieve a 5
ori in the volume of contaminated soil, and that Alternatives

percent : '
SA and SB would achieve 2 60 percent reduction.

Alternative 3A would use the least amount of treatment by thermally treating
300 c.y. of contaminated soil and an undetermined amount of debris.



9.5 Shart-Term Effectiveness

Alzernatives 3A and 3B wold p---i:’e “he most rmediate benefits amd least
shcrt-term risk to the corrunicy. All altermatives would result in a small,
teryrmary increase in risk tc the comunity from generation of contarinated
dust. This potential risk woild be slightly gr=ater for aitermatives that
imolve excavation and thermal treatrent because of more extensive soil
hadiing and the potential release of VOCs during excavaticn. These risks
wold be m’tiga.ed LSlng cormen corstruction tachniques to minimize dust.
‘-"'ert air monitering durmg corstruction would indicate whether there was
" need for additional mitizative measures.

Alterratives that provide ground.ater contrel would achieve their goal much
faster (approxirmately 2 years following implermentation) than groundwater
ccllection ard treathment (mere than 50 years). Restrictions on groungd.atar
use would prevent direct expesure during de-watering of the site aquifer.

T< assess potential aquatlc l.."pa""ts during dewatering of the site aquifer,
estimated concentrations in the surface water were corpared to federal AWQCs
axd to both proposed and existing Chioc Water Quality Stardards. Corparisons
~ere rade both inside ard outsice the mixing zone. The predicted surface
water concentrations outside the mixing zone were made by diluting the
highest ground.ater contarinant concentrations with the creek flow estimates.
As groundwater discharges to the creek, there would be approximately a 60:1
dilution ratio of creek water to grouncw.ater. Most of the chemicals in the
growdwvater are VOCs ard woulld be expected to volatilize once they are
discharged to the creek. Therefcre, the predicted surface water
concentrations are seen to be conservative estimates. None of the estimated
surface water concentratiors ouiside the mixing zone exceeded any of the
federal AWCCs.

Inside the mixing zone, the surface water contaminant concentrations were
assumed to be the maximun ground.ater contaminant concentrations to preclude
any assuptions about diluticn effects (actual contaminant levels should be
lower due to dilution). Separate federal mixing zone criteria were not
available, so the mixing zone concentrations were campared directly to
federal AWQCs. Mixing zone concentrations exceeded the federal AWQCs for
DOT ard hexavalent chromium. No other chemicals exceeded the federal AWCS.

The Chio Water Quality Standards contain acute criteria within the mixing
zone. No mtxors exceeded any of these acute stardards.

It is impo 8 the very conservative assumptions used in this
determinati erptions are as follows:

y detacted in one monitoring well on-site, but it was
assuned the contarinant existed at this concentration in a much
larger area (the entire flow tube) for the purposes of the risk
assessment.

o Analysis of gro_c.2cer was performed for total chramium
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(hexavalent and trivalent) concentration, but the risk assesshent
assumed the chromium concentration »2s entirely due to hexavalent

chrardiunm.

o The maximo, chemiczal concerntrztizn detected in each flow tube is
oersidered to represent the cherical concentration of the entire
flow tibe.

Tre result ¢f the corservative approach o e water quality inmvestizztion
»2s the finding that even in the worst possitle case, AWXCs would only he
exceeded for Two coniamirants, the period of exceedence would be brief, ard
“he water guallity standards will not be exceeded at the cagletion of the
remechy (When the aguifer is de-.atared).

Altermatives that include therral trea‘Tent pcse a possible increased risk to
the corrunity from thermal treathent erissicns. Proper operation of thermal
treatment unit will not pose a sigrificant increase in risk to the cammunity.
Altermatives 3A and 35 would expose the rublic to this possible risk for the
~crrest anount of time.

Lltermatives that imclude therral trematent ¢f soll would not achieve
remedial action geals as quickly as cortaiment-only altermatives. The
increased tine required for thermal treatent would be 4 months for
Altermatives 3A and 3B, 8 months for Alterrative 4A axd 4B, 20 months for
2lterrative 5A arnd 5B, and 30 months for Altermative 6.

9.6 Implementability

Of the altermatives involving thermal treatment, Alternative 3A would be the
easiest alternative to irplement, requiring a cap and construction of the
diversion trench but not requiring permits for discharge of treated
groundwater to the creek. Implementation of Alternative 3A would be
caplicated by the need for mobilizing, startup, ard testing of an on-site
incinerator, but this requirement holds true for all altermatives other than
Altermatives 1 or 2.

Additional cbstacles to irplementing Alternative 3B include the permitting,
construction, and operation of the groundwater collection and treatment
system. An NPDES permit would be required for discharge of treated effluent
to Cemetery Cresk. Alternatives 4A and 4B, SA ard 5B, and 6 would be

progressively difficult to implement, requiring treatnent of
incremental quantities of soil. Other than the time required to
c;cnplete ) action, there are few differences between the

of Altermatives 4A and 4B, 5A and SB, ard 6.

The most significant factor affecting cap:ital cost is the quantity of soil
treated. Some econary of scale would be achieved for thermal treatment of
greater volumes of soil since mobilizatior and dercbilization costs would be
essentially the same between altermatives. Use of an incinerator already



mobilized on-site (lixe the one required for the Source Removal Operable
Unit) would significantly reduce cost of these two altermatives. An
estirated $3 million to $4 million of the capital cost associated with the
robilization, startup, testing, and demobilization of the on-site incimerator
coulid be deducted from the esti-ated capital cost if the treaTent urit for
the Souwrce Removal Operacle Unit remedial actlion were alrzady on-site,
testad, and available.

greatsr than the cost of a soil cover, the "A"
ital cost than the "B" caunterparts. '"B"
cost becaise of operation of the ground.ater

Zecause the cost ¢f zavlig
altermatives have a high
altarmatives have a high
reatent facility.

9.8 State Acceptance

The State of Ohio does not cencur with the U.S. EPA’s selection of
Altermative 3A as the preferred remedial altermative for the lLaskin Poplar
0il site. The State has exgressed a preference for Alternative 6.

9.9 Corunity Acceptarce

The U.S. EFy’s preferrad remedial altermative for the laskin Poplar 0il site
»as presented at the start of the public coment period through distribution
of a fact sheet, putlication of display advertisements in the Ashtabula
County Sentinel, on April 17 and 24: the Jefferson Gazette, on April 20;

the Valley News, on April 12 and 15; and the Pyma News, on April 12 ard 19.
The advertisement informed the public of the placement of the proposed plan
ard public corment FS in the site inforration repositories. A formal public
meeting to discuss the proposed plan was held in Jefferson, Ohio on April 26,
1989. Camments received indicate that most residents are supportive of the
U.S. EPA’s preferred alternative.

Several residents expressed corncern about the U.S. EFPA’s proposed
incineration of wastes and contaminated soils. Citizens are concerned that
the U.S. EPA provide close inspection ard oversight during the actual
incineration process at the site. Citizens are mainly concerned about
emissions from the incinerator stack entering the air, and noise during
incinerator operations. Residents requested that a strict monitoring program
be enforced and that the U.S. EPA make sure that the results are provided to
the public. It is recamended that the U.S. EPA facilitate a means of
informal con with the local community by setting up a network with
carmunity tives. Further, the U.S. EPA will require that
corrective options be developed as part of the monitoring
program. allow prampt response if emissions exceed levels at any
capliance the monitoring system.

Finally, sever& residents expressed concern that the U.S. EPA’s preferred
alternative represents a conceptual design, specific elements of which will
be determined later with limited input from local residents. To address this




concern, the U.S. EPA will consider extending the laskin Pcplar 0il
Information Cor.ttee through the remedial desigrn,‘remedial action phase of
this project.

Puiblic carents ~n the proposad plan ad The FS are addressed in the
Respersiveness SioTary, attached to this docoent.

10.0 T™E SELcCTED REMETY

Based on the f:dings of the Remedial Imvestigaticn and the Feasibility
study, and he ealuatizcn of the nine criteria for the laskin Poplar Oil
site, the U.S. EFA has selected Altermative 3A. In the judgerent of the U.S.
EPA, Alterrative 3A represents the best balance acng the evaluation criteria
axd satisfies the statuiory requirerents of protectiveness, capliance with
ARARs, cost-effectiveress, the utilizaticn of perranent solutions ard
treathent to the raximet extent practicakle.

The major coperents of the selectad reredy corsist of the following:

© Crain retenticn ad fresh.~ater ponds. Discharge surface water
from pords Ceretery Creek, with trea—ment if required.
Bacrfill Iresheater pond with clean fill and grade retention pord
area.

o Trerrally treat contamirated soil, ash, and debris from
the boller house area ard dispose of ash on-site (if
delistable) or off-site in a RCRA landfill.

o Demolish and therrally treat or decontaminate dioxin-
cortarinated structures. If material can not be
decontaninated or therrally treated, contain material in
an on-site concrete vault ard place beneath the cap for
terporary storage until proper effective disposal can be
secured fcr the material.

0 Construct a groundwater diversion trench up—-gradient of
the conta~inated soil and groundwater.

o Construct a multi-layer cap over soils in exceedance of
1076 excess lifetime cancer risk level or Total Hazard
Irdex of 1.

o De-water site by natural grourdwater flow to Cemetery Creek.

o Comduct groundwater and surface water monitoring to
assess quality of groundwater migrating towards Cemetery

t ot

Creak.
o -access ard use restrictions.
Alternative ides treatment of contaminated material from the boiler
house area. e this treatment may not be considered a primary camponent

of Alternative 3A, the principal threat of the laskin Poplar Oil site is
being addressed with the thermal treatment of waste oils, sludge, and
saturated soils in the Source Removal Operable Unit.

" Altermative 3A addresses all reraining public health and envirommental
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threats posed by contaminated media at the site not addressed by the Source
Reoval Operable Unit.

10.1 Drain Freshwater ard Retention Fords

The ‘reshwater ard retention pornds cr-site would be drained to Ceretery Creek
to reduce infiltraticn to ground.ater, ard the freshwater pord would be
filled with clean fill. The retention pord would be regraded. Sarpling of
surface water would be conductad prior to discharging surface water into
Ceretery Creek. If levels detected exceed the Chio Water Quaiity Standards,
cr the federal AWXCs, treatoent will be reguired prior to discharging water.
Porther analysis for waters of both pords will ke required at the time of
discharge to verify that the discharge will cause no violation of NPUES
requirements.

10.2 Structures

The boiler house will be derwlished and decortarminated or thermally treated.
If the dioxin-conta—inated structures cannot be decontaminated or thermally
treated, they will be disposad of in a ccncrete vault on-site. Any untreated
contarinmated scils, ash, and debris from within in the boiler house will also
oe disposed of in the cconcrete vault on-site. The concrete vault will be
ciaced on-site beneath the soil cover. The stcrage of dioxin material is a
terporary measure until a technology is developed and proven to address
dioxin material. This dioxin-contaminated material will be reroved ard
disposed of when appropriate treathment is available, and the storage vault
will be monitored and maintained in the interim.

The greenhouse structures would be dismantled and decontaminated.
Contaminated soils from within the greenhouse area would be consolidated with
contaminated soils near the pits and tanks, to be placed under the cap. The
greenhouse area would then be regraded and vegetated to allow for proper
drainage.

10.3 Multi-layer Cap

Contaminated soils fram the greenhouse (approximately 500 c.y.) would be
consolidated with approximately 57,000 c.y. of contaminated soils that
exceed a 1x10~6 excess cancer risk and total hazard index greater than 1.0.
The contaminated scils would be contained beneath a soil/geamembrane multi-

layer cap taly 3.5 acres in size. The cap cover would prevent
direct contaminated soils and the geamermbrane/gectextile liner
would signi Ireduce the infiltration of surface water through the

meet the State of OChio requirements for landfill
ined under 40 CFR §264.310.

While the cap specifications will be finalized in the design process, it is
anticipated that the cap will consist of a gecrermbrane/geotextile liner
overlain by a drainage layer, a geotextile filter, a layer of fill soil, ard
a layer of topscil. Infiltration collected by the drainage layer will be
discharged to Cemetery Creek. To provide a stable slope for the cap, about
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26,000 c.y. of contaminated soil would be moved to achieve the desired
crading. An estimated 50,000 c.y. of clean scil would be irported to
cerstruct the cap. The cap would nct extand into the floodplain area arourd
Cametery Creek.

10.4 Grouodwater Comtrol

Groudeater flowing toward the site would be diverted to Ceametery Creek. A
diversicn trench »ou3d be constructed up—gradient of the capped area, in
order to intercept ail groundwater flow in the shallow aquifer moving
nerthward  toward tha site. A drain in the trench would conduct the
x-.tev'cer*tai flow directly to Cerem Creek. Treattent would not be required
because the upgradiernt groundwater is not contaminated. Alithough the trench
and cap would de—water the site, sroundwater and surface water monitoring
would still be provided because hazardous substances would be contained on-
site. SDWa MCLs would not apply due to the dewatering of the aquifer beneath
the site.

Under Alternative 2A, a long-term rcnitering program would be irpliemented to
monitor conta-irart concentrations and migration. This program would include
the installa“<ion of additional monitoring wells north of the lLaskin Poplar
O1]l site. The monitcring progranm would be designed to assess the quality of
groundwater reachig Cemetery Creek. Additicnally, the program would sample
water from the upper and lower aquifers that may flow urder Cemetery Creek
axd join regional groud-water flow. At a minimum, the program would meet
the substantive requirements for ground-water monitoring under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) as described in 40 CFR Part 264,

Subpart F.

Water in Cemetery Creek will be monitored to ensure no short term acute
health risk to exposed individuals or aquatic organisms during the dewatering
of the shallow aquifer beneath the site.

Alternative 3A relies mainly on contairment, institutional controls, ard
monitoring. Contairment of soil prevents exposure to contaminated soils.
Restricting ground-water use on-site would be effective in eliminating risks
fram drinking this grourd water. Fencing would restrict access to the site.
Potential future risks, as described in Section 10.8, would be reduced.

The trench wauld cnnnst of a biocdegradable slurry lined with a geotextile
filter. The . world be approximately 1,170 feet long, and would be
ranging between 26 and 40 feet. The trench would be
to a depth of about 5 feet below the existing ground
, would be placed above the gravel.

10.5 Inci n of Contaminated Material

Alternative 3A proposes to incinerate approximately 300 C.y. of contaminated
raterial from the boiler house area. This contaminated material would be in
addition to the existing volume of contaminated material to be incinerated in
the SRU. The residue ash would be tested for hazardous constituents, and



hazardous characteristics (RCRA characteristic waste tests). Analytical
results would be campared to the U.S. EPA’s delisting criteria. If levels do
nct exceed the delisting criteria, the residue ash would be disposed of on-
site beneath the cap. If the ash does not meet the delisting criteria, the
2sh would be disposed of off-site in a P(RA hazardous waste facility. The
ash residue must meet the RCRA treatent standards fer incineration of soil
ccrtaining hazardous waste outlined in 40 CFR §264.343. These standards
irciude a DRE of 99.95% for sclvents ad mived organics, ad a ORE of
99.5995% for dicxin. 40 CFR §761.70 specifies a rajuirad OFE of 99.9999%
for incineration cf ECBs in ccncentratiors greater than 50 parts per million
() -

10.6 Concrete Vault

Dioxin-contaminated debris tha% can nct be decontanminated or treated would be
disrantled ard placed in a ccncrete vault meeting RCRA tank and storage
requirements. The concrete vault would have to contain approximately 600
c.y. of raterial (based on a corservative estirate) and would be placed
beneath the cap. Contairment of these raterials would be terporary until
treatment or dispcosal technolaogies becore avallable for dioxin-contaminated
raterials.

10.7 Groudwater ard lard Use Restrictions

Restrictions on groundwater use for drinking water purposes would be placed
on the laskin Poplar Oil site. Currently there are no residential wells
located on the strip of land between the site and Cemetery Creek. Although
ground~ater beneath the area between the site and Cemetery Creek is not
contaminated, groundwater should not be used for drinking water. After the
site is de—watered, there will be essentially no groundwater available for

any purpose.

Restrictions would be placed on future use of the site to maintain the
integrity and performance of the remedial alternative. The restrictions
would be imposed to prohibit site use, land development, and ground-water
extraction. For example, a restrictive covenant or similar provision would
be imposed on the property, placing future owners on notice of site
corditions and barring them from construction or excavation that would damage
the remedy. Access restrictions would also be enforced to prevent any
interference or vandalism at the site.

10.8 Site Risks

.
Strimgent safety measures will be taxen due to the heavy equipment
ard intense operations during construction of the remedial
altemative. will be taken to ensure the health ard safety of

workers on-site as well as the local residents near the site. The U.S. EPA
recarmends that on-site residents terporarily relocate during construction of
the rermedy for safety reasons.
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10.9 Ccst

The total estimated present worth of altermative 3A is $11,000,000 which
inciudes an annual operation and rainterance present worth of approximately
$1,000,000. These costs are based cn a present worth value of 30 years ard
discount rate of 5%. Based on the assirption that an incinerator would be
operating on-site crior to the implerentation cf this alternative, the
estimated actual present worth of alternmative 3A is less than $ 11,000,000.
Tre costs associated with site preparation, mobilization, and demcbilization
cr the incinerator range between $3,000,000 ard $4,000,000. The burmning of
the contamirated material from the boiler house area would be abogt $400,000.
If the incinerator is already operating and could be used in the final
remedial action, the total estirated present worth for altermative 3A could
be $7,000,000 to $8,000,000. The estimated time to carplete altermative 3A
is 2 years. Figure 10-1 displays the diversion trench, multi-layer cap, ard
dicxin vault corponents of Alternative 3A.

11.0 STATUTORY CETERMINATIONS
11.1 The Selected Remedy is Protective of Human Health ard the Envirorment

The remedial alternative selected for the laskin Poplar Oil site will
eliminate current and potential future risks to human health and the

enviromment by the fcllowing means:

o Incinerating contaminated ash, soil, and debris from the boiler
house area.

© Preventing exposure to contaminated soils by capping contaminated
soils with an impermeable multi-layer cap, and with restrictions on
future use.

o Preventing exposure to contaminated ground water by restricting
groundwater use ard dewatering the site aquifer.

o Limiting future ground-water contamination by significantly
reducing infiltration through contaminatsd soils. The
effectivensss of the cap will be evaluated by a lang-term ground-

toring program. The program will require regular and

fic sampling of monitoring wells north of the site.

11.2 The ), Attains ARARS

The selected r‘-ﬁy.will meet or attain all applicable or relevant ard
appropriate federal and State requirements. These requirements are listed
below.
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Chermical Specific

o

Since the aguifer will be Jde—watered at the carpletion of the
remedial action, MCLs proilgated under the SOWA will not apply
Lpon aaxrpletion of the remedy., Administrative controls will be
used to prevent use of grouds~ater in the interim.

Ohio water Quality Standards listad in Q2C Chapter 3745.
Discharses to Cemetery Creer {rom the on-site aquifer pricr to
corletion of the dewatering process are not anticipated to cause
these standards to be viclated. The water in the creek will be
menitered to verify no acute risk to human health ard the
etiroment. The standar-is will be met upon carpletion of the de-
watering process.

Health-based scil to-be-corsidered (TBC) criteria will be met by
preventing direct contact with the soil by use of a multi-nmedia
cap.

location Specific

o

Fill material rmay be placed in the flood plain of Cemetery Creek
during the construction phase of the remedy. Mitigating measures
will be used to ersure no violation of 40 CFR §264.18 or Exeautive
Order 11988.

Fill material may be placed in a wetlarnd during the construction
phase of the remedy. Mitigating measures will be used to ensure
nc violation of Executive Order 11990.

The remedy will meet the intent of the Great Lakes Water Quality
Agreement in Section 118 of the Clean Water Act.

Action Specific

o

The thermal treatment unit will meet the substantive air emission
requirements in Sectian 101 of the Clean Air Act, 40 CFR Part 52,
ard the emission standards for hazardous air pollutants cutlined in
40 CFR §61. The unit must further meet the substantive air
emissions requirements of QAC 3745~15-06, 3745-15-07, 3745-16,

-02, 3745-17-05, 3745-17-07, 3745~17-08, 3745~17-09, 13745~
5~18-04, 3745-18-06, 3745-21-02, 3745-21-03, 3745-21~
3745~21-07.

‘ treatment unit will meet the substantive requirements
of RCRA Subpart O for incineration of hazardous waste ocutlined in
40 CFR §§264.340 through 264.351. These include the Destruction
and Removal Efficiency (DRE) requirements for solvents and mixed
organics (99.99%) and dioxin (99.9999%). Toxic Substances Control
Act (TSCA) stardards for incineration of PCBs with concentrations
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greater than 50 ppm are cautlimed in 40 CFR §761.70 (ORE of 99.9999%
required).

o Terporary storage of centaninated raterial stockpiled for
treatment will meet the substantive requirements of 40 FR
§§264.171 through 264.178. The material stockpiled for storage
and the vault usad to store the dicxin-contaminated material
underneath the cap will also meet the substantive requirerents of
40 CTR §§264.191 throuxgh 264.198,

o Chlo reguirements for the closure of solid waste lardfills (QAC
3745-27-09 ard QAC 3745-27-10). The multimedia cap will exceed
the required thickness of 2 feet and will meet all other
substantive requirements within these regulations.

0 Relevant ard aporopriate portions of RCRA regquirements for closure
of hazardous waste landfills with wastes in place. The low-
permeability cap will corply with the regquirements for lardfill
closure ocutlined in 40 CFR §264.310. The ground-water monitoring
progran will meet the substantive requirerents of 40 CFR §§264.90
through 264.101 (Subpart F). The program will include a corrective
action carponent that will be triggered if grourd-water protection
stamdards are exceeded at any point of carpliance in the monitoring
systerm.

o The surface irpoundments will be closed in accordance with the
requirements of 40 CFR §§264.221, and 264.226 through 264.228.

o Disposal of restricted RCRA-listed waste (including, but not
limited to, K035, FOOl, and FOOS) both on-site and off-site must
meet the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements of
the land Disposal Restrictions outlined in 40 CFR Part 268.

o Any incinerated material that is not delistable will be taken to a
RCRA-permitted facility in corpliance with the requirements of 40
CFR §§264.301 through 264.304, 264.310, and 264.314.
11.3 The Selected Ramedy is Cost-Effective

Altermative 33 represents a cost-effective remadial alternative for the

laskin Popl sits. This alternative attains the same reductions in
current ri s0ll ingestion and grourd-water imgestion as Alternatives
3B through are considerably more expensive and/or require higher O&M
experdi tive JA also provides an adequate degree of long-term

to these more expensive alternatives. Although
Alternatives 3B through 6 may offer slightly increased long-term reliability,
the relative cost increases outweigh the expected benefits. Additional
corponents of these alternatives, such as groundwater treatment and increased
incineration activity, do not increase the effectiveness of these
altermatives in propcrtion to the increased costs. These additional measures
are not justified based on caurent site corditions and contamination levels.
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11.4 The Selectead Remedy Utilizes Permanent Solutians ard Altermate
Treatment Technologies or Resource Recovery Techrologies to the Maxdimm
Extent Practicable

The remedial action selected for irplementation at the laskin Poplar Oil site
satisfies the statutcry requirements of CERCIA Section 12i. The selected
reredy is corsistent with the NCP, protects huoman health ard ewvirorrent,
attains ARARs, ard is cost-effective. The U.S. EPA has determined that the
selected remedy represents the maxirmm extent to which permanent sclutions
ard treatment techmwlogies can be utilized in a cost-effective manner for the
firal operable unit at the laskin Poplar 0Oil site. Of those alterratives
that are protective of huran health ard the enviroment ard coarply with
ARARs, the U.S. EPA has determined that this selected remedy provides the
best balance of tradeoffs in terms of long-term effectiveness and permanence,
reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume achieved through treatment, short-
term effectiveress, irplementability, cost, also considering the statutory
preference for treatment as a principal element and considering State ard
coxTunity acceptance.

The selected rermedy is judged to provide the sarme degree of protectiveness as
the altermatives that incinerate greater anounts of soil. The selected
renedy offers this protectiveness at a substantially lower cost, which is
more cost-effective.

The selected remedy treats contaminated scil fram the boiler house area. The
selected remedy is more effective in the short-term, causing less of an
impact on the local camunity, ard requiring only 2 years to implerment, as
copared to the 4 years required for the alternative that incorporates
incineration of all soils above the 107® risk level. The selected remedy
also achieves groundwater remediation in this 2 years, while groundwater
treatment alternatives would require an estimated S0 years to carplete.

While the selected remedy does not offer as high a degree of long-term
reliability and permanence as the cptions which incinerate a greater amount
of soil, it will significantly reduce the inherent hazards posed by the
contaminated soils through containment under a multi-layer cap and dewatering
of the shallow aquifer on-sits. In the judgement of the U.S. EFA, the
principal threat at the sits (the waste oil, sludge, and saturated soils near
the pits and tanks) ishnugaddrssedbythetrum\entportxmofd\em
. ‘Tharefore, this final operable unit follows-up the

:I.ntl'nSouroeRenovalOperableUmtwltharamdlal
contains the remaining contaminants.

treat:ment i
action that

The selected doss not satisfy the statutory preference for a permanent
solution in that leaves contaminated soils on-site. However, source
control and contairment components of the selected remedy should
significantly reduce the mobility of contaminants contained in the soils.

Because the selected alternative is not a permanent solution and will leave
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wastes in place at the laskin Poplar Oil site, the effectiveness of this
remedial action must be reviewed at least once every 5 years.

11.5 The Selected Remedy Reduces Tuxicity, Mobility, or Volume of Waste
Materials as a Principal Element

Alternative 3A will reduce the toxicity and volume ¢f contaminants within
Laskin Poplar 0il site. This reduction will be accaplished through thermal
treatment of the contaminated material from the boiler house area. By
treating this material, the selectad remedy addresses one of the principal
threats posed by the site through the use of treatment technologies.
Therefore, the statutory preference for remedies that employ treattment as a
principal element of the final remedy is satisfied through the cambination of
this second ard final remedial action and the Source Removal Operable Unit.
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1,2-0ichlorcethylens (trers) 4 4
1,2-0ichioropropane  §
Fluorotrichloromethare X
Methylene chloride 4 4
Tetrachloroethens X 4 X
1,1,2-Trichlorcathane  §
1.1, 1-trichiorcethens } § X } § }
Trichieresthere x X X
¢ X
CETONES
X X } 4
 § X } 4
amthylketone)
4-nathyl -T-pantanene (NI8K) ¢ X ¢ X
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Tarle 5-2 Summary of Chemicals Detected at the laskin Poplar 0il Site
Presented by Functional Grouping

...........................

C-WETAY _NAPMTNA_ZNE
3,4 321 L UCRANTNENE
4ZINAFTRENE
ACEAFuTHY ENE
ANTeR8ZENE
BENISIAANTARACENE
JENIZIAPYRENE
BENVIZ(B FL.CRARNTHENE
JENIZIGMI \PEAVLENE
BENII(KIFLUCRANTHENE
TMRYSENE

SISENITIA, NIANTHRAZENRE
FLLUCRAR T RERE

FLUCREXRE
INCENG(?,2,3-CO)PYRENE
MAPNTHALEME

DNEVANT WRENE

PYRENE

, - TRICHLEROPHENSL

- TRICALORIPHENCL
[CHLSROPHENCL
IMETHYLPHENSL

2, 6-CINTROPNENCL

- CHLCRCAHENCL
Q-METHYLAWENOL

6,8-0INM] RQ-2-METHY PUENTL
&-CHLORC-S-METHYLPHENCL
L-METHYLPHENOL
L-NITROPWENOL
PENTACHLORTPHENQL

PHENSL

.
o8
9
(]

NN

.
’
.

BISC2-ETHYLNEXTLIPHTHALATE
TYL BEMIYL PMTNALATE
Di-w-3UTTL PHMTHALATE
Ol-4-QCTYL PHNTHALATE
DiETHYL PUTHALATE
DIMETHYLONTNALATE

1,2,4-TRICHLOROBENZENE
1,2-01CHLOROBENZENE
1,3-01CHLOROBENZENE
3-MITRCANILINE
L-CNLOROPHENTL PHENTL ETHER
BEN20!C ACID
BENZYL ALCOMOL
CHLOROBENZENE

O SENSFURAN

1 SOP #ORONE
N-u[TROSOD [ PNEN

AROC.OR- 1221
AROCLOR- 1242
AROCLOR - 1248
ARCCLOR- 1284
ARCCLOR- 1260

2,3,7,8-7000 EQUIVALENTS

(pege 1 of )

PAN
PaN
Pan
Pan
Pan
Pan
LI L]
PAN
PAM
OAN
PAN
PAM
PANM
PAN
PAN
PAn
PAN
PAN

PHENCLIC
PHENCLIC
PHENOLIC
PuENCLIC
PHENOLIC
PNENOL [C
PNENOLIC
PMENOLIC
PNENQLIC
PHENOLIC
PHENOLIC
PMENCLIC
PHENOLIC

PHTHALATE
PHTHALATE
PHTHALATE
PHTMALATE
PHTHALATE
PHTHALATE

CTHER SEMIVOLATILE
QTnER SENIVOLATILE
OTHER SEMIVOLATILE
OTHER SEMIVOLATILE
OTHER SENIVOLATILE
OTHER SEMIVOLATILE

= QAR SIRIVOLATILE

resTICION
PESTICIOE
restICIOE

WCCERATE

LOw
HIGH
HIGH

LOW
MOCEAATE
HON
MCOERATE
MCCERATE
LOW

MCOERATE
LOW
Lo
Lo
NOM
MCCERATE
Lov
RCDERATE

NON

LO
Lo

NON
Lo

NON
MODERATE

&

niGn
nicu

MODERATE

NG
v

Lo
MCDERATE

nNiGH
niGH
niGH
niGn
L]

LoV
MCOERATE
MODERATE

SLICHT

SLIGHT
SLIGHT

VERY NIGH
MCDERATE

VERY NIGN

IMmORILE
YERY MIGM

IO ILE
SLIGNT

{08 ILE
{08 ILE

YERY NIGKH

sLIGHY
oy

sLiGN?
LH - ]

MODERATE
sLicnt
L~
Lo

(s ILE
oRILE
leRILE
IQeiLe
OB ILE

IoRILE
I8ILE
. 1R

HI1GH

WCCERATE
WCCERATE
H1GH
LRt
NiGH
LH A
NIGH
LA ]
N{GH
HIGH
RIGH
MIGH
L]
MODERATE
HIGH
MIGH

WCDEIATE
MODEAATE
v
MODERATE
NG BATA
(8= )

ucut
MCOERATE

NONE

L)
NCKE

WCCERATE
N1GH
niGn
NiGH

oM

niGu
MCDERATE

nigu
(-]

LOv
L)
(8- )
MCDERATE

niGn
nicw
L1+

........................................................................

ve
vEs

TES

TES
TES
TES

YES

YES

T€S

YES
YES
ves
1]
b] 41

1¢S
YES
4 3



ALDLIN

ALPMA CHLORDANE
3E7A BNC
CHLORDANE

CE.TA ONC
DIELCRIN
ENCOSULFAN
ENTISCLEAN
ENCOSULFAN SULFATE
EnCRIN

AmA BHC

SAWNA CNLORTANE
*EZTACMLOR
NEFTACHLIR EXCXITE

SENZENE
E"HMYLIEWZENE
O-ATLENE
STYRENE
TCLUENE
XYLENE

1,1, 1-TRICHLOROE T HANE
1,1,2-TRICHLORDETHANE
1,7-01CHLCROETHAKE
1,2-51CHLORDETHANE
1,2-01CHLORCETHENE
&2 510 sacpeceane
CARION DISULFIDE
CALIATFORM
£LUCROTRICHLSROMETHANE
WETAYLENE CNLORIS
TETRACMLCROE THENE
TRANS-1,2-DICHLCRTETHYLSNE
TRICHLORDETHENE
VINYL CHLORIDE

2 3UTANCME

2- Y4EXANCNE
4-mMETHYL-2-PENTANCHE
ACETONE

ANTIMONY
ARSEMIC
SAR (U
BERYLLIUM
CADM L
CHROM[UN
COBALT -
coretr
CYANIDE
LEAD
MANGANESE
NERCURY
NICKEL
SELENIUN
siLvER
THALL UM
Tin

VANAD U
2InC

LR A R R R R R T X Y I i T T L L LR T I AP

((1:35'2.55523

PESTICIDE
PESTICIDE
PESTICIDE
PESTICIDE
PESTICICE
PESTIZIOE
PE3TICIDE
PESTICIT

PESTICIC

PESTIZICE
PESTICIOE
PESTICIOE
PESTITICE

PESTICI?

3TX
"
[ )2

MALDG. ALKENE/ALKANE
MALDG. ALKENEALKANE
MALOG. ALKENE/ALKANE
MALDG. ALKENE/ALKANE
MALOG. ALKENE/ALKANE
ALOG, ALKENE/ALKANE
MALOG. ALKENE/ALKANE
ALOG. ALKENE/ALKANE
HALOG. ALKENE/ALKANE
MALOG. ALKENE/ALKANE
NALOG. ALKENE/ALKANE
MALOG. ALKEME/ALKANE
HALOG. ALKENME/ALKANE
NALOG. ALKENE/ALKANE

YANAD U
48 4

HIGH

O

NIGH

(o]

Lo
WCDERATE
WLERATE
NIGH

LOW

Lo

NIGM
KiGH
MCCERATE

HIGH
LT
L
NIGH
MIGK
NIGH

NI1GH
KIGH
MCCERATE
MODERATE
HIGH
L1
HiGH
HIGH

MIGH
HIGN
LH A
NIGH
KIGH

MCDERATE
Lo

WCOERATE
MCOERATE

sLIGHT
SLIGHT
SLIGHT
SLIGNHT
Lo

VERY MIGH
VERY WIGH
SLIGNT
SLIGHT
LOd
SLIGNHT
SLIGHT
“WCCERATE

HIGH

VERY NIGM
HIGH
HIGN
NIGH
VERY HIGH

VERY NIGH
MODERATE
HIGN
HIGH
NIGH

VERY NIGH
YERY MNIGH
VERY NiGH
VERY N1GM

v RIGN
nien
oM

v
KDERATE

v Nign
nen

v niGn
WDERATE
niGK
MCDERATE
nign
nign

v uian
v ¥1GN
niGa

v NIGN
NCDERATE

FlsH
SICACTOLAT I Cu

MCCERATE

Qe
Re )
NONE
nONE
NOME
NONE

MODERATE

CARC INCCEN

TES
1€S
TES

‘ES

TES
TES
YES

vES

YES

YES
TE€S
TES

YES
T€S
Y€s
YES

YES



Table 6-1 Potential Cantaminamts of Concern at the laskin Poplar 0Oil Site

l:ll:a!3:8lxxsxsllitlltl-lllll!ll:lt:::l:::ISII8=8=’-‘lI!llt::z!llllllltlll:
Ace:ore Camr2 HCCH (Lingane)
AN TCAY =e2lacgh.cr
Arsa-ic HeJtacnisr EoCxice
Barium Irca=¢c(*.2.3-¢cciovrere
3enzenre lsdphorone
Bg~zz’a'a~i~r2ze"e Le2z
BerIc(ajovrere Manrgznese
Be-z3s{Z)f ucranthere Mercury
8e~IzZixk.’’L0orantnene Meltny . Drens ! (lresci;
Sery! 1l um Me hylere ¢Ch . 0OricCe
zea RCZIH d-Metnhyl-2-genarcre (m.3<,;
Bis{2-chioroetnyli)elher Nicke!
Bis{2-e:nvihexyi)pnthalate N=-Nilrosocichenylamine
2-3.%anrcre (MEK) PC3
Cacmicm Pentacnicreconeno!
Carbon ¢gisuitice Pheno!
Cchiorcane Selenium
Chigrebenzene Silver
NiorQform Styrene
Chromium 2.3.7.8-7CO0 (Dioxin)
Chrysene Tetrachloroethene
Ccpper TRatlium
00T Toluene
Dibenzo(a.h)anthracene 1.2.4-Trichiorobenzene
Diduly! prthalate 1.1.1=-Tricnhioroethane
1.7=-DichiQroethane 1.1.2-Trichlioroethane
1.2=2:1¢hioroetrane (EDC) Trichloroeihene
2.4-0ichioropnenol TrichiorofiuQrometnane
Dieigrin 2.4.5-Trichigorophenot
Diethy! phthalate 2.4.6-Trichicrophenol
2.4-Dinitrophenot . vanagium
Engosul fan vinyi chloride
Ethyibencene Xylenes
Cvanidge Zinc

2SS SIS NS ACESESNSERNASEBINEGESRAESRNSPEENNSSRNSEESdREERGEERASaSERSESAEERRASCEANS

(a) Potential chemicals of concern indentified based on availapility of
cancer potency factor. reference dose. gdrinking water criteria or
stancarg. - environmental criteria.
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Table 6-3 Summary of Grounater Concentrations that Exceed Drinking Water
Stardards at the laskin Poplar Oil Site

RS AAN L SRR ETE R I E T IS S E S ERERE S EEFNEESIEINIEIINEIEI SIS IITIASSCZIEIAIIZIISISARS
vell Concentration Crizaria (a) Criteria
Location Chemical [* -T2 Exceeded Level
ST I EN SR YT RAA I FEE I IS E S I3 IS S SIS S ST I ST S T I E N IS S SRS SIS RIS S2I2ISSSSSISISIIZIEIIZISSICEZESES
GWCC2-87 Arsenic 48 WCC-R!ISK 0.9025
<12 ¢ 0.1 WweC-RISK 0.002
Wickel 124 ws-TCx 15.4
GeCCe-87 1,2-0icnlersethane 19 nCLG 0
ney H
Wel-RISK C.9¢
GaTC8-87 1,2-0ichloroethane 200 neLe ) o}
el ]
WCC-RISK 0.54

Benzene 100 (4%
MCL b
wGC-r!SK Q.87
Xyl eres 630 DWHA 1.8
MCLG-PRCP (23]
Yiryl chioride 350 MCLe Q
nCL H
WCC-RISK 2
GJ0CS-87 Argenic 3s WCC-RISK 0.2Ces
GWC11-87 1,2-0iehicroethane [3 neLe L}
woC-fIsx 0.94
Cu87-Q3 Seryllium R woC-RISXK 0.0039

a87-08 1,2-0ichloroethane ¢ neLG 0

L R R R R L Ty A T T Y T Y T T PR sosnacccn sescsmcccscscuse eespecssssccnccacosccas

a87-06 Arsenie , H C-RISK 0.0028

LR R L R R Y Y L R R R R Y tsecssvscsscsccenscncccnnnossoe

B

@@ar-o7 2 WWC-k13K 0.0025

am7-11 g e 1K 0.002s

2 WoC - TOX 15.4



Table 6-3 (Page 2 of 2)
SIPARY OF GROUNCWATER CONCENTRATICONS THAT EXCEED ORINKING WATER STAMDARSS

AT THE LASKIN POPLAR OIL SITE

ESEREESEI IS I oIS s SR S I I S E S I NI I N E R A IR RIS T IR SRR C N EENANIZE RN A SR EETTIIEILI S22

vell Corcentrasion Criteria (8) Crizeria
Location Chemical g/t Exceeced Level
E¥E SR I IS NIEITITIISL I3 IIZIEEZ IS EI IR IS SRS E S SR ISR NE I NE RS S S TER I RS EASE SN SEENSSEENS SIEXSZTIXIRINES
Te27-13 Arsenic 17 weI-RISK 2.8C03%
1,2-Dichlorcethane 3 {48 0
wC-R1SK 2.9
Trichlorsethsre 4 LG e
WwaC-R1SK 2.2
Nickel 20 WaC-TOM 19,4
- - 2§ - _ -~ _F1 S % 1,32 F - T4 2% I XTETT IEEE BT ETISISTISTTSSISISSISIIZI=ITSIRSE

(a) Criteris:
MCL - Maximum Contaminant Level
MCLG - Maximum Contaminant Level Gosl
WCC-RISK - Vater Quality Zriteria for human heslth

(drinking water only) at 10-4 carncer risk level

WGC-TCX - water Quality Criteria for human heslth--

tazicity protection far noncarcimogens

DWMA - Orinking Water Nealtn Agvisories--Lifetime

LX)

o
DN



Table 6-4 Summary of Bazardous Substances List Chemical Concentrations ard
Assceiated Aiman Risks in Grooxbater at the laskin Poplar Oil Site

S IITTIINITITIIS2S3IEEII I E TSI S S IS STI SIS 2T 2SI IR ST IR SRS 2 AR R E S ZE SRS IIISISIZIIZIIZIZIITZIIIRSIZIIIIZSINS

() (=)

(8 [nfant: Acule:

vell Czncentraticn Excess Life: ' me Nazarg Mazard

ST RSICR) Nemrzat e/l Sancer Fosk I~dex Incex
FI IS ILTIII I 23223333 XITSITISTI IS SSCSIII SIS SIS SESESTISESZISSSZICSSISETIISIZIZSIIZIIIIZSIZISITISIZIISZIZSARSIRRZIAS

CuTl2-87 Arsenic 2] 2 x 10-3 . .

oo ) 3.1 1z 10-4 - .

Acerzoe 26383 . 24 7

Wa~jarese 4329 . 4 1

C-dethyl-2-Dentancne b3-fole] é 2

Meshyl pnemel 1970 - 3 1

fetal (with Arsenic) - 2z 10-3 NA NA

Teral (without Arsenic) - " x 10-6 &0 1"

GeT34-97 1,2-0ichloroezhare 19 $ x 10-S - .

Total S x 10-$ - .

GeTC3-87 Viryl enlorice 350 2z 10-2 . .

1,2-3ienioroechane 2c0 S x 10-4 - -

ferzene 108 8 x 10-$ - .

~— Acezone 1cceo - 10 3

Mezny(onermol &0 . ] 1

henol trds] . 2 a.$

Total - 2 2 10-2 17 S

Ga209-87 Arsenic 33 2 x 10-3 - .

Mezhylene chloride 3000 6 x 10-4 . -

Acetone §5000 . b3 18

Mezhylphenol 2150 . 3 1

L

Total (with Arsenic) - 2 x 10-3 NA NA

Total (without Arsenic) . 7 x 10-4 61 17

Cwo11-87 1,2-Dichlorcethane 4 1 x 10-5 - -

Total . 1 x 10-8 . .

GQ87-05 1,2-0ichioroethane 4 1z 10-% . .

. Total . 1 z 10-8 . -
~ SSeacesssensensssssees AR T R R LR PR R R PR R R Y R Y R P R P Y P PN R P R Y PR PR YRR PR PR R DA PR N R AR R R A R R R AL R AL L A0

GB7-08 Acetone 4500 - 7 4

- .. 7 r

m'? 3 13 21 10-5 - -

thane 3 8 x 10-¢ . .

3 1 x 10-6 . .

Total . 3 x 10-5 « <.2

S TR NS FEELS SEELTE TR AsEs sas — as

Ca) Monitoring wells with no carcinogers mot Llsted.

(d) Chemical with Nazard (ndexes less then one not Listed. Nowever,
the total hazard index listed represents oll the chemicals with »
hazard incex.



Table 65 Surmry of Or-site Soil ard Sediment Ingestian Risks by Media ard
Exposure Setting at the Laskin Poplar Oil Site

ESSEIIAIIIENARTTEIZSL ZINF 3 2P ZALEXE BX EEEFASIE AT SR AN S I I E N ERS TR SEEE A I XIS IR SN E X TSI NS EIT ST 23S NIST LY

Nighest PCOO/PCOF Risk

RATIO OF DAILY INTAKE TO REFZRENCE OCSE

Exposure Setting Risk Summary M3 or Cantribytars ta Risx
IR Y IR SRR T I I IR IR RN I I I T T I I T AR I T T I I I I I DA TR I I I NI I T I TR AL I I I T T Y T S S S s3SI SIS IITZ o2
SURFACE ST!L-TRESPASS
CISS LIFET € CANCER MSX
Highest Jetected Jonceritation (8) 7 x10-4 PAas, PC3s
Ave~3-m ZToncent-ation (%) b I ST PA=s, PC3s
PCC/PITF Risk 6 x 10-7 toJ A 32 2,1,7,8.702% Cavivalent
RATIO OF DALY INTAKE TO REZLAIENIT I22%8E
MaxiTum Zaic.iares dazars mcex (Chitld) 3 Lead
Ave~age Zaizu.alez <“pz3r3 [~ex (Ohild) 0.2 LR
BCILER MQUSE-30ILER ASH-TRESPASS
EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISK
Highest Decected Soncentation (with Arsenic) 8 x 10-7 Arsenic
Nighest Jececled Concentration (wizhout Arsenic) 7 x 10-1 Bis(2-ethyiNexyti pnzaiate
Average Concertration (with Arsenic) NC (e)
Average Concentration (without Arsenic) NC
TI0 CF JAILY [MTAKE TO QUEFEIENCE OOSE
Maximum Zalculated Mazard rcex (Qhild) 14 Lesd, Caanium
— Average Ca.cuiated mazard rcex (Ohilg) e
BTILER MOUSE-30ILER RESIDUE-TRESPASS
EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER R!SK
Nighest Cetected Corcent-ation (with Arsenic) 1 x 10-¢ Arsenie
Highest Deteced Concentration (without Arsenig) 1t x 10-10 Bis(2-ethylhexyliphthalate
Average Concentration (wih Arsenie) (4
Average Corcentration (without Arsenic) | [

1 x 10-S to 1 x 10-6 2,3,7,8-1C0 txuivalent

max:mum Calculated wazarg !ncex (Child) 3 Lead, Mercury
Average Caiculated Mazard Index (Child) LY
BOILER MOUSE-SOILER MOUSE SOIL-TRESPASS
CXCESS LIFETINE CANCER RISK .
Nighest Detecied Concentration (with Arsenic) 3 x 10-% PANS, PCBs, Arsenic
Nighest Deteczed Concentration (witheut Arsenic) 2 x 10-3 PaNs, PC3s
Aversge Concentration (with Arsenie) S

Aversge Concantrastion (withaut Arsenie)
Nighest PCDO/PODF Risk

RATIO OF DAILY | T0 REFERENCE DOSE

| 4
é x 10-5 to $5 2 10-4

2.3,7,8-7C0 Equivalent

nax i e {rdex (Child) 433 (end
Average jrdex (Chila) ne
SCILER WOUSE-ST ASS
EXCESS LIFETING CRANCER R1SK
Nighest Detected Congcantration X 10-6 Arsenic
Average Concantration 4

Nighest PCDO/PCDF Risk

RATIO OF DAILY INTAKE TO REFERENCE DOSE
Razimgm Calculated Nazard lrdes (CMild)
Average Salcuiated Mazard Indea (Child)

P s e s s e e rEectrstceessct0certancesarerscstonsaartancce

2 2 10-¢ to 1 2 10-4 2,3,7,8-1C00 Equivalent
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Tadle 6-5 (Pege 2 of 3)

R EE22272328323 28RS TNt ARSI S S S I I RR T332 3 I IS RRR T I3RS IR S o3RRI SBT3 IITINSI I3 ST

Eipesure Setling Risk Suremry Kajor Camtributars 20 Risk

222z IEZITEII83333ANETI RS I TR ST ISR S22 2SI RSS2 32223332 TSRS I T E YIS ISR IS 22T IIRSSISIIITILIEIIII TSI
CATIWNOLSE SSIL-TRAESPASS
EXCESS LIFETIME CANMCER RISK
Higrest Cetected lancentration 4 x '0-7 PAKS
Aversze Torcentration 3 x -7 PANS
RATIO CF DAILY [NTAKE TO REFEIENCE DOCSE
Maxi=ss ¥azare [roex (Chrile) 1 Leac, E~cosui‘an
Ave~age Wazarg [modex (Chil@) 0.7 Lesc
SEZ2 AMC RETEMTICN PCND SED[MENT-TRESPASS
EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISK
MHighest Detected Corcentration 3z 0.8 PANs, PCis
Average Corcentration 6 x 10-6 PANS, PC3s
RATIC CF DAILY [NTAKE TO REFERENCE D0SE
Max‘mum Nazard lrdex (Ohild) 3 Lesd
Aversge Nazard !rnaex (Child) 1 Lesd
- SURFACE AND SUSSURFACE STIL-CONSTAUCTISM (d)
EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISX .
Higrest Detectez Cancentration 3z 10-6 PAMs, 9CBs z
Average Comcertration 2 x 10-7 PANS, P33 N
¥
RATIQ CF DALY INTAKE TO REFERENCE OCSE
Maximum Hazard [roex 200 Leod
Aversge Haza~d [noex 2 cee
SLRFACE SOIL (0-2 FEET)-RESIDENTIAL (4Q)
EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISK
Hignest Decectecd Concentration 2 2 10-3 PAng, PCBs
Average Corcentration 7z 10-$ Pang, PCEs
POD/PCIF Risk $ x 10-5 te 2 x 10-¢ 2,3,7,8-1C00 Equivalent
RATIO OF DAILY INTAKE TO REFERENCE DOSE
Naximm Nazard lrdex (Child-1 g/day) 10000 Lead, Coomium, Chromium, Antimony,
Sarium, Copper, Manganese, Nicre |
' ineg
“ Maximm Nazerd Index (Child-0.1 g/day) 1000 Lesd
Maximsm Nazard Index CAcult) 200 Lesd
! Average Naiard Indax (Child-1 g/dsy) ” Lead, Manganese
| Aversge Sasard Index (Chil¢-0.) g/day) 10 Leed
Aver Indax (Adult) 2 Lesd
I SURFACE AND WIL (014 FEET)-RESIDENTIAL (@)
EXCESS LI . CANCER 21K
nighest Bintested Cancentretion 2 x 10-3 PANg, PCBs
Aversge Corcentratien 1 2 10-¢ PANg, PCRs
POO/PCDF Rigk $ 2 10-% te 2 1 10-4 2,3,7,8-T000 Cauivalent
RATIO OF DAJLY INTAKE TO REFERENCE 0OSE
Maximum Nazard Index (Qhild-\ gsday) 10000 Lesd, Cacmium, Chromium, Antisony,
I Sarium, Copper, Micket, linc
Mex{musm Nozard Index (Child-0.1 g/dsy) 1000 Leod
Maxirum Hazard Irdex (Adult) 200 Leod
Aversge Nazard Index (Chila-t g/day) 100 Lend
Average Mazard lndex (Chilg-0.1 g/cay) 10 Lead
Average Nszard irdex (Adult) e Lesd

BES3II29S3SEESS ISR RS LIRS SR ISIASIASESTSEESIFSITISEIISIAANE SINEARSEESIITEITRLE
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Table 6—6 Surmary of Surface Water Ingestion amd Ambient Air Inhalation Risks

by Media and Exposure Setting at the laskin Poplar Oil Site

2133333223232 213N S BRIy IR TR Y I N I AR I I I T I I LIS 2R RIS IS NN ISR TE T ASIESASEIILS IR LSS IINITITLIT S

mAJCR CONTRIBUTCRS TQ RISK

B S TR ES IS AR AN NS NN AN TS AR I I I I S S TR R I Y L S I A I T S I FI IR IS 2SI RIS ZI2IEIZIASIZISRESZZIEIIEIIISS S ST 22D

SCATACE GATER:

FRESA WaATER A«D RETINTICN PONCS - INCZSTIOM BY TRESPASSER

FXTTSS LIFTTIwE CANCER RISK
Max magm Zalz.iatecd 2:sx (@) XA

IATID OF DAILY INTAKE 10 REFIIENCT DCSE
Mazi=sy vazard [reex (%)

Fres vater Pord 9.3001
Retentfon Porrd 0.0007

CEMETERY CREEX - INGESTICN @Y TRESPASSER

EXIESS LIFETIME ZANCER RISK
Maximum dazard {ncex (D)

TiQ ZF DAILY [NTAXKE TO FALFZRAENCE OCSE
Maximue <azard [rciex (D) 0.3CS

AMBIENT AlR:

VCLATILIZED CONTAMINANTS - [NMALZED 3Y TRESPASSER

EXCESS LIFETINE CZANCER RISK

No carcinoqgens cetected

T

Maximan Calcuiated Risk (¢) 4 2 10-8 VYinyl cniorice, Meinylene :MariJ
T10 OF DAILY INTAKE TQ REFERENCE OCSE
Maximum Hazard Incdea (e) <0.00001 .-

RESUSPENOED MATERIAL - INMALED 8Y TRESPASSER

EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISK

Maximum Calculated Rigk (with Arsenic) (¢) 6 2 10-9

Maxiosm Calculated Risk (without Arsenic) t x 10-9
RATIO OF DAILY INTAKE TO REFERENCE OOSE

Raxisse ¥Nazard |ndax (¢) 0.004

Arsenic, PANS
PANS

ees

P R L L L L R R R L PR R T R R P S I A L R R A LA L Al R A R R R e

VOULATILIZED CONTAMINANTS - INWALED SY SITE SOUNOARY RESIDENTS
EXCESS LISETINE CANCER RISK

Meximm Calcul Risk (e) t = 10-6 Vianyl chloride, Methylene chlorice
RATIO OF DAl B agFeRenge v0st
Maximm ] <0.00001 eee
RESUSPENDED MaT . ¥ SITE BOUMOARY RESIOENTS
©ICESS LIFETI RISk
nazimam Calculated Risk (with Arsenice) (¢) 2 x 10-7 Arsenic, PANS
Maximge Salculated Rigk (without Arsenic) S x 10-8 PANg
RATIO OF DAILY IMTAKE TO REFERENCE DCSE
Naximan Nazard Index (¢) 0.012 eee
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Table 6-7 Carcinogenic Fotency Factors for Chemicals Detected at the Laskin

Poplar Oil Site
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Table 6-8 Refererce Dose Factors for Chemicals Detected at the laskin Poplar

Oil Site

Re’e-erce Reference

Daose (74D) (8 Ocse (219)
SHAEITAL ng, X3/ Say Sourse m;/ X3/ 38y
scetone 0.1 (RIS(3-31-48) 3
Artimoery o Jie] ofo2 3 1218¢(3-01-48) -
3ar-um 2.35 1R15(3-01-38) J3.2C3
Se~vilium 0.30% (R:5(3-31-28) .
3 s(Z-evyitesyl pninalace 9.2 12:5(3-31-88) .
2-3utanone (MEK) 0.2 1RI8(3-01-88) 0.09
ZeTmium 3.3¢QS “EA, ~EI3(4-1-88) -
Carson disulfice 0.1 1R1S¢3-91-48) .
Chrlorcane 0.2Cc0$ IR[S¢(3-01-88) -
Chlorchbenzene 0.327 SPYEM(10-1-86) 0.220%7
Chisraform 0.3 R15¢3-31-88) .
Shramium (hexavalent) 0.208 {2:5¢3-31-88) -
Csoper 0.237 §P3%(0-1-88) 0.3
F-ee syanice 8.22 IRIS(1-16-868) .
cor 0.30CS 1S(3-31-88) .
2:atyl onthalate 8.1 18{1-31-86) -
1,'-Dienizraethane 6.2 37 eEwm(10-1-88) 0.'38
2,e-Jighiorsonenct 0.203 (RIS(3-01-88) .
drethyl anchalate Q.8 1R18(3-31-88) . -
2,4-Cinit-zonenol 0.2¢2 !15¢3-01-88) .
Erdosul ‘an 0.3c0CS 12:8¢3-01-88) .
E:nyibenzene 0.1 12:5¢3-01-88) .
weatachior . 0.202% 1%15¢(3-01-88) .
nestachlor Epoxice 0.002013 IR15(¢3-Q01-88) .
lssohorone 0.1$ 1215(6-30-88) .
.20d 0.2014 SPuEM(10-1-88) -
Garma MCIM (Lincare) 0.00283 IR1S({3-T-88) -
Marganese 0.22 SP<Ew(1Q-1-88) g.22¢
Merzury (imorganic) 0.002 SPuEW(10-1-88) 0.3c0a!
Messviene chlarice 0.2 1R1$(5-21-87) .
c-uginyl-2-pentanone 0.0% 1R1$¢3-01-88) .
Nethy(phenol 0.0% SPHENC10-1-86) 0.1
Nickel 0.02 I1r:$¢(3-01-88) .
Pentachiorcoherol 0.03 IR!$(46-30-88) .
Phemal 0.04 IR:3¢3-01-48) -
Selonium 0.003 SPWEM(10-01-84) 0.201
Silver 0.003 IN13C4-30-88) -
Styrene 0.2 in13¢6-30-88) -
Tetrachlaroethene 0.01 IR1$(3-01-86) -
thatlium 0.0004 2R 10-01-86) .
Toluere 6.3 In13¢3-01-48) 1.8
1,2,6-Trichiorobenzene 0.02 IR13¢3-01-88) 0.003
1,1,1-Teiehl 0.09 IR13¢)-01-88) .3
1,1,2-Trichl 6.2 {e13¢3-01-88) -
Trichloroft 0.3 I:3¢3-01-a8) 0.2
2,6,8-Trient 0.1 In:3(3-01-88) .
varadium $(11-16-88) .
Ay eres iR:13¢3-01-88) 0.4
line SPwEw(10-1-84) 0.0t

cnccvee “csesesccccnscance

Sseccevoe

seeersccsenen

cesussoccscana

2IREIZXEISTIZITIIITNS

[na ATICH

Scu-ce

§F=34(13-'-88)
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§9-39(3-1-24)

$omgu( 31288

SPEN('J-1-25)
SPnEM(10-1-88)

SPuEN(°G-1-84)

SPNEM(10-1-86)

SPUEN(I0<1-84)
NEA/MEED(4-1-88) -
NEA/NEZT(6-1-88)

WEA/MEED(S-1-88)

SPuEN(10-1-86)
SPUEN(10-1-84)

eanscea

(s) Sources: SPWER - *Sgerfud Public Neslln Eval.at on werual,” Table C-6, (U.S. EPA, 1984)

IRIS - Y.8. EPA Integrated Risk information System (U.S. EPA, 1988D)
HEA/NEED - Quarterty update for NEA ang <€3) Themicals (U.S. EPA, 19838)
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Table 6-9 Gerneral Unce tainty Factors in Risk Assessments

Effect of Uncertainty

May
Cver-
May May eszinate
Cver- Cnder- or Undecz~
est.mace estinate est_mase
Umzert3.nty Faceor Risk sk 2.sk
The zancar zZgtz2nciles used are ucrger X
83 zercans & ce lomics
de:;.ei oz 1inearized oulti-
staze mcdel is considered o
te unlixely erestinate the
true Tisk.

R.sks are assu.zed t
A.sxs mav nct e ad
synessisIiT ¢r anta
©f other chexy:zals

~ -2 [Py protpigped

lad -
Carnzer scten

of data froom high to low doses, from l
che species =5 another, and from one
exDcsure route o ancther Jay inzro-
duce uyncerzainty. In general, these
tend T2 use ccnservative assumptions.

inzaxke levels a ily derived
us.nT labcrazszy aninal studlies and,
when avarlakble, human epileniological
or clinizal s<udies. Extrapolation

T S

Nc+t all carzs:incgenic potencies or
acceptable intakes used represenc

the sane degree of certainty. All
are subject t2> change as new
evidence becomes available.

Assuzes absorption is equivalent
across es. This is implicit in
af the acceptable
inta e gatency factors
ssment.

~



Table 6-10 Oncertainty Factors Specific to the laskin Poplar 0il Site
Risk Assessment

May
Cvecr-
May Mavy est.nace
Cver=- Unier- cr Urder-
eagt.mace estiTace esz.mazte
zr Risk RISk RlsX%

Not all chemicals found at the sicte X
have been assigned critical texicity

values, Thay are nct included in

the guantitative assessZienc.

ALl 1nzaxe cf ccrntazinants is X
assuemed to ccme froz whe nediux

teing eva'.azed., Th.s dces rnot take
intd acscunt other ccntamirnant
scurces such as diet, exgcsures
cczourring at locations other than the
exgcsure point being evaluated, or
cther environmental media which nay
cecrntribute to the intake of the
crhexical (i.e., Telative sSUurse
conzrikutiscn Ls not acscunced fo).

e

Sampling of envirsnmental media may X
result in loss ¢f cecntamuinarts
cresent, especia.ly VOCs.

Exposures through dezmal abscrption X
are nct quantified.

The public health evaluation is 4
based on List

chemical 37 fiwever,

those ch _ :
sutset of T® possible at
the site. =R

The standard assamptions regarding X
body weight, period axposed, life

expectancy, population characteris-

tics, and lifestyle may not be

representative for any actual expo-

sure situation.
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Tadle 6-10 (Pace 2 of 2)

inty

May
Cver-
est.rate
or Under-
estirTa%e

.85k

Crnzearti.nty FTazicre
T=.s assa2ssment i3 tSased ¢cn the
cresent unierstanding ¢f the site
charac:terisciss. Corditicns az the
sice or understanding of the sizte
may change cver tixe,

The exposures evaluated assunme thas

Chezizal concentraticn remains
constant over tlhe ent.re expcsure
period. Transfer, transicrmaticnh,
and trarsccore Drocesses may alcer
shamizal concentraticn in a med.um,

Tre amcunt ¢ nedia intake is as-
suced to> te ccocnstant and rezresenta-
tive of the exgcsed population.

Assumctions rejarding discharge and
dilution of groundwater int?
Cemetery Creex are consideared to e

wCISt case,

Trespass expcsures are based on
infregquent czntacst with contaminated
material.

Residential expcsucses are Dased on a
lifetine of exposure.

Bciler hou
readilly a

assumed to be
to treszassers.

Risks ve
pathways

across exposure

GLT810/5

wry Wy igpdyien



Altermatives at the Laskin Poplar Oil Site

Table 9-1 Applicacle ar Relevant ard Appropriate Requirements for Considered
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

LASKIN POPLAR OIL SITE
Jefferson. Ohio

U.S. EPA

June 16. 1989



RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
LASKIN POPLAR OIL SITE, JEFFERSON, OHIO

centaninaction, evaluated remedial measures, and recoczmended
vezedial acticns at the Laskin Peplar 0il sice. Several
putlic meetings were held to explain the intent of the
project, descrite the results, and receive comments from the
public. Putlic participaction in Superfund projects is
required in the National Oil and Hazardous Substances
Contingency Plan (NCP). Comments received from the publi
are considered in the selection of the remedial action for
the site. This document surmarizes the corments received
regarding the proposed final remedy and describes how they
were incorporated into the decisionmaking process,

INTRODUCTION
The U.S. Eavirorzmental Prctection Agency (U.S. EPA) has
gathered information on the types and extent of
lﬂ

The communicy relaticns respensiveness surmary has five
sections:

o Overview discusses U.S. EPA’'s recormended
alternative for recedy of exposure to contaminated
nagerial at the Laskin Poplar 0il site.

° Background on Community Involvement and Concerns
provides a brief history of community interest and
concerns raised during remedial planning
activities at the site.

° Public Comments Received during Public Comment
Period summarizes both oral and written comments
received from the comnunity and U.S. EPA’s
responses grouped by the following topics:
general comments, recommended alternative
comments, and incinerator comments.

o Potential Responsible Party Comments summarizes
comments received from the PRPs and U.S. EPA’s
responses.



o Ohio EPA Comments and U.S. EPA Responses
sucmarizes cocments received from Ohio EPA and
U.S. EPA’s responses.

In addition, Attachment A icdentifies the community relacicns
activicies conducted by U.S. EPA during the remedial
Tespense activities at the site. Azrtachrment B is che
revised Figure 4-8 frca the Feasibilicy Sctudy reporc.
Attachrmenz C is a letter frem U.S. EPA to Ohio EPA
exzlaining its raticnale for selecting Alternative 3A.

The dezailed transcript cf the Feasibility Study public
ceeting and the written cozsents are not included, but they
are available for public inspection from U.S. EPA, Region V,
in Chicago. Copies are also available in the Administractive
Record at the following repositories:

Ashrabula Councty Disasters Services Offices
Ashtabula County Court House

25 West Jefferson Street

cefferson, Ohio 44047

216/997-9341

Ashtabula County District Library
335 West 44th Street

Ashtabula, Ohio 44004
216/576-9148

QVERVIEW

During the public comment period, the U.S. EPA presented
eight alternatives to remediate the potential for exposure
to contaminated groundwater and soil at the Laskin Poplar
0il site and also a no-action alternative. The EPA
recommended capping the contaminated soil and installing s
groundwater diversion trench around the contaminated soil.
The cap and the trench would prevent water from filtering
through the contaminated soil. All dioxin-contaminated
materials smenable to thermal treatment would be
incinerated; the rest would be disposed of beneath the cap
in a concrete vault.



The public comzents received were generally supportive of
EPA’s reccmzendaticon. Most of the comments received at the
public hearing pertained to operation of the incinerazer.
Some concern was expressed about the abilicy of cthe
incinerator to safely and effactively destroy material
conzazinazed with PC3s and dioxin. Most of the discussion
abour the incinerator, hewever, coacerned the conitoring of
stack ezissizns and reporcing the test results to the

incerested public,

BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS

Communicty invelvement in this profect began in 1974 when
residents living near the site began complaining to the site
owner and local officials about bad odors resulting from the
firing of the boilers and from the onsite ponds and pits.

In July 1978, concerned citizens submitted a complaint to
Ohio EPA requesting that cperations at the site cease. From
1978 to 1980, residents sought to stop the oil recycling
aczivities cf the Laskin Poplar 01l Company and becaze
involved in several local court cases. In 1980, local
residents formed a citizens' group called the Committee for
Clean Environment. The purpose of the group was to menitor
events at the site and to work for quick remediation by
local and state governnments of site-related problems. Their
efforts succeeded in 1981 when the Ashtabula County Court of
Comnon Pleas issued a court order banning oil recycling
activities by the Laskin Poplar Oil Company.

In 1983, the U.S. EPA placed the site on the National
Priorities List (NPL). Local residents attended a public
hearing that described the remedial investigation (RI)
process, and they and officials contributed to the
formulation of the community relations plan (CRP). 1In
August 1987, area residents attended an availability session
to discuss onsite progress with U.S. EPA staff. Later that
month, area residents attended a public meeting to comment
on the feasibility study for the source material removal
operable unit. In March 1989 a number of residents and
local officials were contacted to update the CRP. 1In April
1989, residents attended a public meeting concerning U.S.
EPA's recommended renmedial action.



Citizen interest and involivement has been motilized largely
through the effcrts of a few individuals, particularly Mr,
Vern Hall. Mr. Ball, a Jefferscn Township Trustee, acts as
a key conzact for exchange ¢f informazion con the site in che
cefferson cocmxmunity.

Throughcout the RI/FS process, zhe putlic exgressed these
cencerns:
o Zealzh issues relazed to the pazhways of pessible
expcosure to conzaninants during the period cf
Lascin’s operation. These include exposure tc the
burning of PC3 contazinated oil and exposure to
dioxin.
o BEealth issues related to potentzial exposure to

¢conTaninants associated with the site.

o The azount of tize U.S. EPA has spent conductin
the RI/FS. Residents have expressed frustration
over the length of time the RI/FS has taken to
cocplete. The community has been concerned about
the site since the late 13970s and scme residents
wonder why remediation has not been expedited.

o The frequency of information distributed to the
coc=unity. Receiving accurate information about
the EPA's activities at the site is a major
concern of local residents. Residents have found
the fact sheets and availability sessions are a
good technique for providing information to the
coomunity. Residents have expressed a strong
interest in the proposed incinerator. Sonme
residents have suggested that a fact sheet
describing the operation and monitoring procedures
for the incinerator should be distributed to the
community.

° The operation of the incinerator, including
incinerator byproducts, length of operation, and
frequency of emission tests.



Use of local contractors during rezedfal aztion.
A state government official indicated thac local
contractors should be used as much as possible in
the rezmedial action work. It was felt that the
use of local contracters was izmpcrtant to all
county residents.

PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC
COMMENT PERIOD AND U.S. EPA RESPONSES

This responsiveness summary addresses both oral and written
comments received by the U.S. EPA concerning the RI/FS for
the Laskin Poplar 0il site. The comment period was held
from April 12 tc May 12, 1989. A public meeting was held on
April 26 at the Ashtabula County Courthouse to allow the
public to present oral and written comsents.

GENERAL COMMENTS

1.

Mr. Gorden Beousel had questions regarding the
effect of the cleanup on the suzmer fair. BEis
questions pertained to:

° The ability of people to park on Laskin’s
property during the fair

o The starting date for onsite cleanup
activities
° The level of activity during Fair Week and

the rest of the summer

U.S. EPA’s Response: No incineration will take
place this summer. 1If demolition work occurs this
summer, the community relations coordinator (CRC)
for the site will work closely with fair officials
to minimize any adverse effects on the fair. U.S.
EPA has no authority to prohibit vehicles from
parking on the southeast corner of the Laskin
property during the fair unless parking interferes
with the remedial work.



Ms. Margaretr Schossler and Mr. Ray Sapporico had
gsesticns regarding a cancer study decne in the

area. They asked:

o For a clarificazicn tecween a risk assesszent
and a cancer szudy

o wrhen the study was conduczed

c The sccpe ¢f the szuly

(404

JU.S. EPA’s Response: As parc cf che RI/FS

ccess, two different assesszents were pericr=ed
to determine the izpaczts of the consite
contaninants on the comrmunity. The first
assessment, a risk assesscent, was performed by
consultants during the RI to evaluate the
potential for adverse effects to public health or
the eavironzent if no rezecdial action were taken
beyond the scheduled piz, tank, and soil removal
(Source Rezmoval Operatle Unit renmedial action).

-
-

10

The risk
wildlife
site and
existing
existing

assesstent ideantified ways that people or
could be exposed to contaninants from the
evaluated potential exposure settings for
and possible future site uses. Under
site conditions, exposure may occur if

people have direct conzact with exposed
contaminants in the surface soil, surface water,
sediments, and structures on the site. Risks were
also evaluated for the future site use setting of
residential developmen:t of the site. Exposures
that may be of concern if such development occurs
include exposure of construction workers to
contaminated subsurface materials, and exposure of
future residents to contaminants present in the
shallow groundwater if it is used as a water
supply. Exposure to ccntazinants was evaluated
for both carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic health
effects. The risks from onsite exposure and
future site use sre su——arized in Table 1-2 of the
FS report.



The second assessment pericrzed was a heal:h
assesszent. The health assesszent was performed
by the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease
Registry (ASTDR). A health assesszent examines a
population’s level cf exposure to contaminants
through environmental and human exposure pathways;
i.e., ingestion of groundwater, surface water, and
soil. The data used by ASTDR in their health
assesszent were taken frcm the RI conducted in
1986, Unlike a risk assessment. a healch
assessment does not censider future uses of the
size in determining the effects of the
contazinants on a population’'s health. The zealth
assesscent is concerned only with a population’'s
historic exposure to onsite contarcinants through
exposure pathways. If the health assessment
reveals that a population has been exposed to the
onsite contaminants through environmental and
human exposure pathways, a health study is usually
done. During the health study, the local
population undergoes a nucter of medical tests to
deternine the possible effects of the contacinants
on their health. A cancer study is one possible
study within a health study. Because local
residents have not been exposed to the
contaminants on the Laskin site through such
exposure pathways as groundwater, surface water,
and ingesting soil, the ASTDR determined there was
no need to conduct a health study. A copy of
ASTDR’'s health assessment is located in local
repositories.

Mr. Alvin Laskin indicated that the PRPs are not
going to pay for the cleanup. He stated that they
will add the cleanup cost to the cost of their
products and the public will pay the price.

U.S. EPA's Response: PRPs may raise the cost of
their products to pay for the cost of the remedial
action; however, U.S. EPA has no way of knowing
whether that will happen. U.S. EPA’s
responsibility under CERCLA is to identify the
PRPs and obtain compensation from them to pay for
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the re:zessary remedial action. U.S. EPa has no
control over the source of funds PRPs use to pay
for recedial action work.

Mr. Gene Trhlin inquired whether U.S. EPA has
sufficient funding to police the PRPs and enforce
its prcposed alternmative.

U.S. EPA's Response: Under the Superfund
Amenlzenze and Reauthorizationrn Act (SARA), U.S.
EPA can obtain oversighc cocsts from the PRPs. If
a negotiacted settlezext with the PRPs fails, U.S.
EPA can proceed with the reced:ial action and use
the ccurts to recover the remedial action costs
from the PRPs; or it can seek administrative or
judicial orders requiring the PRPs to perform the
remedy. During the course of the PRP remedial
design and action, U.S. EPA will do whatever is
necessary to monitor and verify the progress of
the PRPs’ rezedial actioas. Funding and
centractor assistance are available for oversighe,
and the state of Ohio may also be active in this
area.

Mr. Gene Trhlin also asked whether the EPA
representatives knew of any action being taken to
prevent oil spills such as the one in Alaska.

U.S. EPA’'s Response: The U.S. EPA does not wish
to respond to comments on the Alaskan oil spill
since it is not related to the laskin Poplar 0il
cleanup.

Ms. Margaret Schossler expressed a concern that,
with big contracts such as this one, the
activities that are promised to be done are never
done.

U.S. EPA’s Response: The recommendations made in
the ROD and other pertinent documents will be
followed in completing the remedial work onsite.
During the course of the remedial action there may
be minor modifications to the recommended

8



accivities, but the cnharacter ci the c.eanyp
cannct change substantially without giving the
public an opportunity to cccment on the changes.
The schedules of activities for this project are
available to the public at the local reposictories.
If anyone feels that the cleanup is not proceeding
acccrding to the plan, the CRC cr the RPM sheculd
be ccnzacted to resolve the problen.

Mz, alvin Laskin stated thac he vicdeoraped a
250,000-gallon discharge of oil into Cecetery
Creex from a dike that had besen weakened fron
digging done by U.S. EFA.

U.S. EPA's Response: In the process of working on
the dike, there was a discharge of oil inco
Cemetery Creek. The action is viewed as a spill,
not an intentional discharge.

Alvin Laskin stated that the EPA has approved
burning of oil containing up to 50 parts per
icn of PCBs by a greenhouse in Massachuserzts.

.»J

U.S. EPA's Response: The Massachusetts cil site
is a completely different situation. The
Massachusetts greenhouse {s burning
PCB-contaminated oil at a temperature that
destroys the PCBs. Laskin’'s boilers operated at
considerably lower temperatures, and sampling
indicates that he burned oil with much higher
levels of PCBs.

Leaseway Transportation Corporation stated that
Alternative 6, the state’s recommended recedial
action, will yield no enhanced protection and
could cost more than four times that of
Alternative 3A, the recommended remedial action,
and take twice as long to complete. Leaseway
further stated that because of the time required
to complete Alternative 6, local residents and the
environment may actually be exposed to more
hazardous constituents than under Alternative 3A.



U.S. EPA's Respcnse: Alternative 6 would
eliminaze the need for long-term management of the
site. However, it as well as Alternative 3A would
provide adequate protection of human health and
the envirorzenz. Because of the cost of
Alrerna-ive 6 and the potential adverse impacts on
the communitcy aver its 4-year implementation
period, it has been judged by U.S. EPA to be less
desirable than Alternative 3A.

COMMENTS ON THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

l.

Mr. Charles Lcng expressed his support for the
recccrended aiternative. He asked whether the
freshwater pond and retention pond would be
drained and filled and where the dirt to fill the
pond would be found.

U.S. EPA’s Response: Under the recommended
alternative, becth the freshwater pond and the
retention pond will be drained and filled. Sone
of the soil used to fill the ponds may be found
onsite. I1a the event that onsite soil is
incapable of filling both ponds, clean fill will
be imported.

Mr. Gene Trhlin asked about the depth of the
groundwater diversion trench, its purpese, and the
purpose of the cap.

U.S. EPA's Response: The groundwater diversion
trench will be 25 to 40 feet deep and will prevent
groundwater that is flowing north to Cemetery
Creek from flowing into the site and coming into
contact with the contaminated soil. The proposed
multilayered cap will cover approximately 3.5
acres and will virtually prevent water (rain,
snowmelt) from filtering through to the
contaminated soil beneath the cap.

Mr. Alvin Laskin said it appeared that the

groundwater diversion trench would destroy the
front of his house.
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U.S. EPA’'s Respense: The construction of the
underground trench prcpesed under the plan should
not disturb Mr. Laskia’s house.

Mr. Gerne Trhlin had gquesticns regarding the cost

cf the rezedial alzernmativa. Eis guestions
pertained to:

o The method used to dezarTine the cost
o Cleanup activizies included in the cecst
o] The method used to award centracts for

recedial action

U.S. EPA's Response: The estimated cost of this
project is based largely on existing contracts
from other Superfund sites. The cost of this
project includes the total range of construction
activities required to cocplete the remedial
action, and the cost estimates were made based on
the assumption that U.S. EPA would perform the
remedial action at the site. The incinerator is a
large part of the cost. Also included in the cost
are activities such as earthmoving and well
drilling and marerial costs for items such as the
fill and synthetic material in the cap. As a U.S.
EPA project, any remedial action contraccts
associated with this project will be let to the
lowest responsive and responsible bidder. If the
PRPs perform the remedial action they are not
required to award the contracts to the lowest
bidder; however, they may choose to do so.

Ms. Martha Demshar expressed concern about
children gaining access to the site and asked what
type of fencing would be used onsite and the
extent of the site that would be fenced.

U.S. EPA’s Response: The current proposal

includes & 6-foot-high cyclione fence topped with
barbed wire located around the perimeter of the
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erty. Signs on the fence will identify the
erty as a Superfund site.

iz, Ray Sapporito suppcorted EPA's recocmendation
as long as the projez:z oversight that was
descrited actually takes place.

. EPA’s Respense: rrom the design phase

cugh cozplecion of construction and during
=cnizcring, U.S. EPA arnd its representatives will
cversee all rezedial actiosn work.

Mr. Vern Eall expressed a preference fcr re=cving
all cecntaminants onsite as recconended under
Alternazive 6, but added that Alternative 3A is
the mest econonically feasible alternative, the
least disruptive to the community, and it has the
least potential for further environmental danage.

U.S. EPA's Response: Alternative 3A is the
reccrmended remedy because it will minizize and
=icigate threats to public health and welifare and
the environzent. The recomrmended alternative
provides adequate protection of public health and
the environzent, and the shorter period of
incineration will have less short-term impact on
the cemzunicy than Alternative 6. In addition,
Alternative 3A will provide this protection at a
substantially lower cost, making the selected
renedy more cost-effective than Alternative 6.

Leaseway Transportation Corporation supports the
selection of Alteranative 3A because of the
expedient way it prevents contaminants from
migrating offsite in a manner that was consistent
with all obligatory criteria of the National
Contingency Plan (except state acceptance).
Leaseway questioned the need for a multilayered
engineered cap in Alternative 3A. They asked
whether a solution less extravagant than a
multilayered cap but more effective than 2 feet of
soil could be used without jeopardizing the
alternative's effectiveness.

12



U.S. EPA's Response: U.S. EPA acknowledges the
support for its recocmended recedy. An engineered
cap is more reliable than a soil cover because (it
is thicker and because the synthetic barrier would
provide visual indication cf whether the cap has
been breached or exposed. Ia addizion, the
nulcilayered cap vircually eliminazes the
petentlal for surface wazer ro ncve through the
soil and ccme inzo contact with the contaminated
caterial and generate ccnracinated groundwater.

COMMENTS ON THE INCINERATOR

l.

Mr. Vern BHall and Ms. Margaret Schossler had
questions regarding the material to be incinerated
and the byproducts of incineration. The questions
pertained to:

The type of pollutants to be incinerated

The byproducts of incineraticn (dioxin, ash)
Pollution con-rol measures on the incinerator
The toxicity of the byproducts

0O 0 OO0

U.S. EPA's Response: Under the recommended
alternative, an incinerator would burn soil and
ash from the boiler house. The materials being
incinerated are contaminated with PCBs, dioxin,
and other contaminants. The end products of
incineration are ash and flue gases. It is
difficult to predictr the composition of the ash,
but it will be tested regularly to ensure that it
does not contain unacceptable levels of
contaminants. If the ash contains unacceptable
levels of contaminants it will either be
reincinerated or treated as s hazardous waste and
disposed of in an offsite licensed hazardous waste
facilicy. The dioxins should be completely
incinerated. Although dioxins are formed by the
incomplete combustion of PCBs, the proposed
incinerator has the capability to destroy dioxin.
To control air emissions, the incinerator will be
equipped with a number of pollution control
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captures particulates, acid gases, and metals.

Ms. Margaret Schossler asked about the ownership
of the incinerator to be used in the remedial
aczion and =he role of the PRP®s in incineration.

U.S. EPA's Response: The incineracor proposed for
this projecc will be owned by the rezedial acction
csntrsctor. 1ts design wilil be exazined and
agproved bty U.S. EPA before it is allowed to begzin
operation. The incinerarcr will ccme frca 2
zanufacturer, and is not U.S. EPA’s incinerazor.

The PRPs are under a U.S. EPA administrative order
to conduct the operable unit incineration and as
such are responsible for hiring a remedial action
contractor to perform the incineration. There is
as yet no resolution of whether PRPs or U.S. EPA
will conduct the final remedial action. It is
U.S. EPA's intent to have the PRPs conduct the
final site remedial action, including
incineration, in which case the saze incinerator
used for the Source Removal Operable Unit could be
used.

Mr. Ray Sapporito said that his readings of
research on PCB incineration indicated that
effective PCB destruction through incineration is
possible if the burn temperatures are hot enough.

U.S. EPA’s Response: PCBs can be destroyed
effectively through incineration if the
incinerators are built and operated according to
specifications that include the proper
temperatures and residence time.

Ms. Margaret Schossler felt that incinerators were
incapable of burning at a temperature high enough
to destroy PCBs.

U.S. EPA's Response: Dioxins can be formed as a
result of low temperature burning of PCBs. 1If
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tecperatures are not high encugh there is the
potential for the formation of dioxin. The EPA {is
aware of this and will prevent this phencmenon
from occurring by requiring an incinerator capable
of producing temperatures sufficient to destroy
PCBs and by requiring a test burn and process
controls that ensure the incinerator meets
regulatory standards.

Ms. Margaret Schossler, Mr. Gabe Dezshar, and Mr.
Vern Eall had questicns regarding monitoring
incineratcr ezissions and reporting laboratory
results of emission tests. Their questicns
pertained to:

o The pecple responsible for onsite monitoring
of incinerator emissions

° The frequency and duration of monitoring and
inspection activities

o The responsibility of hiring a laboratory to
test eaissions

o The ratio of onsite to offsite analyses

o The availabilicty of test results for public
inspection

° The turnaround time on emission tests

0 The frequency of test burns and their role in

determining standards for normal operation
° The air sampling plan

U.S. EPA's Response: Before full operation of the
incinerator, a test burn will be done to establish
the operation parameters. When the incinerator
is operating full time, its emissions and
operational parameters will be monitored regularly
to ensure that the incinerator meets the standards
set in the test burn. Although the onsite
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monitoring will be dore by the rezedial action
contractor and not U.S. EPA, U.S. EPA staff or {ts
representatives will regularly mcnizor the results
of the contractor perfcrzing the emission tests.
The frequency of the tests depends on the sample
being ctested. Some parazeters reguire continuous
nonitoring, whereas other paraceters require less
frequent monitoring. Scme of the tests will be
perforzed at the cnsite laboratory. Other tests
will be performed in offsite laboractories. Some
paraceters will be monitored by equipment
installed on the incineratcr, The test results
for the various sacples can be placed periodically
in the local repositories. The paramezers to be
tested for and the testing procedures will be
documented in a Qualicy Assurance Project Plan
that will be developed and approved before actual
testing.

Mr. Vern Ball and Ms. Margaret Schossler asked
about the length of tize the incinerator would
operate and its ncise level.

U.S. EPA's Response: It will take approximately
3 months to incinerate the dioxin-contaminated
materials onsite. As part of the source removal
operable unit, the incineration will take
approximately 8 months. It is important to note
that incinerationn tizes are not additive. 1If
incineration under the Source Removal Operable
Unit remediation and the final remedy are
combined, the incineration time for all the
material in both operable units will be
approximately 10 months. Once the permits are
secured for operating the incinerator and the test
burns are completed, the incinerator will operate
24 hours a day. The incinerator will be equipped
with devices that lessen the noise.

Ms. Margaret Schossler stated that hazardous waste
incineration is riddled wich unknowns and that
U.S. EPA’'s oversight of hazardous waste
incineration has been {nadequate. She also said
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thaz the risks to heaith and the envircnzment cof
corrunity that has an incinerator has risen. She
stated thaz incineracion is a controlled and
officially sanctioned toxic waste leak through
stack emissions and ash disposal.

U.S. EPA's Respense: By law, the Superfund
program is mandated to protect human health and
the environrment in selecting a cleanup strategy.
The incineraticn plarned for this site has been
preven effective in other locations. U.S. EPA
will zmenicor every phase of the incineration
process frcx= the design phase to emission tests
when the incinerator is fully cperational to
ensure that the standards are being met. With the
stringent cecntrols and oversight U.S. EPA
maintains in the incineration process, the health
of the coc=unity and the environment will be
protected.

Mr. Gene Trhlin stated that incineration is the
lesser of two evils we have to acceprt until there
is better technology.

U.S. EPA’s Response: Incineration is the most
effective means of destroying the contaminants
present at the site. Incineration is a proven
technology and when done according to our
specifications the community’s health and the
environment are protected.

Mr. Vern Ball recommended that the incinerator’'s
emission test results be posted at the Ashtabula
County Disaster Services Office.

U.S. EPA's Response: Since the Ashtabula County
Disaster Services Office functions as a local
repository, emission test results can be placed
there periodically.
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PRP COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT

PERIOD AND U.S. EPA RESPONSES

This section addresses the written comments submitted on
behalf of the PRPs during the comment period. A copy of the
comments received are available from U.S. EPA, Region V.

The comments in this section were submitcted dy:

(&)

Freedzan, levy, Rroll & Simends, Counsellors at
Law, on behalf of Perfecrion Curporation

Squire, Sanders & Dempsey, Counsellors at Law, cn
tehalf of Ashland 0il, Inc., Cleveland Elecrcric
Illuminating Company, Consolidated Rail
Corporation, White Consolidated Industries, Inc.
(including its Copes-Vulcan and former R-P&C Valve
Divisions), Shell O0il Company, Mobil 0il
Corporation, Sun Refining and Marketing Company,
Inc., Matlack, Inc., and Anchor Motor Freight,
Inec.

fuller & Benry, Counsellors at Law, and
Engineering-Science, Inc. on behalf of the Llaskin
Task Force

In addition to the cocrcents listed below, the firm of
Freednan, Levy, Kroll & Simonds also submitted comments
concerning the Phased Feasibility Study of August 1987.
Those comments and U.S. EPA's responses are found in the
Responsiveness Summary that followed the Phased Feasibility
Study and will not be repeated here.

l'

Freedman, Levy, Kroll & Simonds stated that U.S.
EPA has i{nappropriately named Perfection in a
CERCLA 106 Order and certain liable parties have
inappropriately sued Perfection in a third-party
action.

U.S. EPA’'s Response: The question of Perfection
Corporation’s status as a PRP and being named in a
106 Order are not factors in the choice of
remediation action. These legal matters sre under
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consideracion by U.S. EPA Regional Counsel or are
the subjecz of ongoing litigation.

Freedzan, levy, Krcll & Sioonds stated that U.S.
EPA’'s heavy reliance on therzal treatzent in the
remedial acrion is not justified. The expensive
ther=al treatzent recoczended by J.S. EPA has
increased the total cleanup cost to a level in
excess c¢f what is necessary to protect public

. ‘s
Sea.ntl.

U.S. EPA’s Respcnse: U.S$, EPA studied nine
a.ternatives before selecting the recommended
recedial action. Within the nine alcernazives the
level of treatment varied. Sorme alternatives had
no provision for treatment while others made it a
najor component of the cleanup process. 1In the
process of selecting the recomrmended recedial
acticen, U.S. EPA did not focus solely on the cost
of the alternazive. The alternative's cost was
only one of nine criteria considered. After each
alternative was evaluated for the nine criceria,
Alternative 3A was selected as the remedial action
because it represented the best balance among the
evaluation criteria. Alternative 3A will
incinerate the least amount of contaminated
material of the four alternatives that relied on
incineration.

Squire, Sanders & Dempsey, and Freedman, Levy,
Kroll & Simonds stated several concerns about U.S.
EPA’s ability to perform remedial action at the
Laskin site. They are:

o U.S. EPA may only perform remedial action at
the Laskin site if that action is necessary
as & result of a release or threatened
release of hazardous substances

° The fact that petroleum and its constituents
are not hazardous substances means that U.S.
EPA cannot use Superfund monies to respond to
releases of petroleunm.
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o The feasibility study does not distinguish
petroleun from hazardous substances, and thus
fails to indicate whether any potential
Agency remedial action would be authorized by
law.

U.S. EPA's Response: It i{s clear that there have
Seen releases and threats of releases of hazardous
substances at and from the site. Whecher thcse
substances are mixed with petroleum products has
no tearing on the obligation and authority of the
U.S. EPA to respcend to such threats or require
others to do so. The scope of the petroleum
exclusion {s, as this commenter is aware, the
subject of litigation pending in the Northern
District of Ohio. The U.S. EPA believes the FS
correctly addressed the types and effects of the
hazardous substances present at the site.

Freedzan, levy, Kroll & Simonds stated that U.S.
EPA's "land ban" ccncerns may have been based on
erroneous constructions of the law and U.S. EPA
has never satisfactorily explained how it has
reached its conclusions. The commenter did not
specify the nature of the "erroneous
constructions” of the "land ban" law.

U.S. EPA's Response: The applicability of the
land ban is based on U.S. EPA’'s interpretation
that when wastes from different units are put into
one unit, placement of hazardous waste has
occurred, thus triggering the restrictions. The
tanks are clearly separate units from the pits or
whatever other area that could be chosen for
consolidation.

The Laskin Task Force and Freedman, lLevy, Kroll &
Simonds stated cthat if U.S. EPA selects
Alternative 3A, the source removal operable unit
and the final remedy should be combined.
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U.S. EPA's Response: U.S. EPA would like to
combine the source removal operable unit and the
final remedy in an effort to reduce the total cost
of the remedial action, to reduce the impact on
the coomnunity, and to accelerate the cleanup
required under the Scurce Remcval Operable Unitc
remedial action.

read=an, Levy, Rroll & Sizecnds stated that U.S.
PA and the PRPs should reach a sewtlezent on thnis
ite by focusing on a settlement in a coordinated
ashion.

w3

a

U.S. EPA’s Response: It is in the public’s best
interest to reach a rational and integrated
settlenent at the site and U.S. EPA is actively
pursuing this. The scope and form of a settlement
are not issues tnhat need tec be addressed in
connection with the ROD.

Squire, Sanders & Decpsey stated that, to the
extent that U.S. EPA's proposed remedial action
purports to be based on the need to address
problems presenzed by PCBs and certain other
hazardous substances, the PRPs should not be held
liable for such costs because they sent no
naterials aside from petroleun.

U.S. EPA’s Response: 1Issues of PRP liability are
not properly addressed in connection with the ROD.

Squire, Sanders & Dempsey stated that U.S. EPA
must consider all phases of remediation at the
site in determining the overall cost effectiveness
of the remediation. Since the final proposed
remediation included capping, the FS should have
considered whether the use of a cap could
eliminate the need for heat treatment, thereby
lovering the total cost of remediation at the
site.

U.S. EPA’'s Response: The FS determined that
capping the contaminazed area of the site would
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not reduce the voxicity, mobility, and volume of
the dioxin-contanminated material. Under SARA,
there is a preference for selecting alternactives
that include treatment. This 1is particularly
important when dealing with dioxin because of its
high toxicity. Alternative 3A provides a balance
where certain contaminated materials are treated
and others are contained in a cost-effective
manner that protects human health and the
envirzsnzent.,

The Source Removal. Operable Unit remedy was
selected before the final remedy, consistent with
Section 300.68(c) of the National Contingency Plan
(Novenber 20, 1985), which states that operable
unit implementation may begin before selection of
an appropriata final remedial action if such
measures are cost-effective and consistent with
the permanent remedy. The findings of
cost-effectiveness and consistency with the
percanent remedy were made for the Source Removal
Operable Unit in the ROD for that remedy selection
dated September 30, 1987.

Hazardous waste landfill capping was considered in
the operable unit remedy selection and was .
detercined an inappropriate remedial action for
these materials given the CERCLA Section 121
preference for remedial actions that include
treatment that permanencly and significantly
reduce volume, toxicity, or mobility of hazardous
substances and concerns about the long-term
effectiveness of capping to contain these
materials. It was in the judgment of the U.S. EPA
that, since the soils to be remediated under the
Source Removal Operable Unit remedial action are
saturated, the nonaqueous liquid hazardous
material contained in the soil would still have
the potential to migrate even after the site is
dewatered.

The final remedy, which includes placement of &
hazardous waste landfill cap over the remaining

22



10.

11.

site contacinated soils, is consistent with the
Source Removal Operable Unit remedy selection and
does not render that remedial action not
cost-effective.

The Laskin Task Force and Squire, Sanders &
Dempsey acknowledge Alzernative 3A's superiority
to Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 with respect to cost
effectiveness, inmplezentability, and protection of
the anvironment and huzman heal<zh.

U.S. EPA's Response: U.S. EPA acknowledges
support for its recocczendation.

The Laskin Task Force and Squire, Sanders &
Dempsey stated that the dioxin vault should be
placed in a location that will minimize
disturbance or damage to the site, including the
cap, if furture dioxin removal or treatment is
necessary.

U.S. EPA’s Response: The final location of the
dioxin vault will be determined during remedial
design. The vault will be located to minimize
disruption to the cap and provide protection to
the public during the temporary storage of the
dioxin-contanminated material.

Squire, Sanders & Dempsey stated that the proposed
remediation of the retention pond and drainage of
the freshwater pond, two areas considered
uncontaminated by U.S. EPA, unnecessarily increase
the total project cost.

U.S. EPA's Response: The retention pond and the
freshwater pond are being filled because they acct
as recharge areas for the groundwater onsite and
they are in direct conflict with the cap. Filling
the ponds will help lower the groundwater table
onsite, reducing the amount of water that passes
through the contaminated soil.

23



Squire, Sanders & Dempsey stated that U.S. EPA
cannot support its proposed remedial action for
the source control operable unit with a risk
assessment that is inaccurate and incomplete.

U.S. EPA’'s Response: This comment has been
answered i{n the Responsiveress Suzmary for the
1987 phased feasibility study.

Squire, Sancers & Deczpsey stated several concerns
about the feasibility study’'s assumptions abour
dioxin contamination and the propcsed recedy.
They are:

o The assumption that the entire boiler house
structure is contaminated and that the soil
is contaminated to a depth of 3 feet is
inappropriace.

o The feasibility study provides no valid basis
for the selected dioxin renedy.

o There is no need to segregate the dioxin-
contaminated material and other marter. U.S.
EPA should consolidate the boiler house
equipment under the cap.

U.S. EPA's Response: Sufficient information was
gathered during the RI to compare alternatives in
the FS and choose a remedy in the Record of
Decision. In addition, dioxins were found in the
soil floor of the boiler house, in the boilers,
and in the ash from the smokestack. With
documented dioxin contamination this widespread,
it was felt that other parts of the boiler house
were 8lso contaminated and the decision was made
to incinerate the entire structure. While it is
true that the FS did assume the boiler floor was
contaminated to a depth of 3 feet, that assumption
was viewed as a conservative estimate. Additional
data must be collected during the remedial design
to refine the extent of dioxin contamination.
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15.

These data will then precisely define the soil
that needs to be incinerated.

The site-specific remedial action goals for the
boiler house soil and ash are identical to those
for the other onsite soil, but because of the
presence of highly toxic dioxins they are not
grouped with the other soil. Dioxin-contaminated
materials must conform to spesial treatment and
dispcsal requirements (i.e., destruction and
renoval efficiencies). KReeping the dioxin-
contaninated materials separate will allow for the
ultimate disposal of materials that cannot be
thermally treated or decontaminated.

Squire, Sanders & Dempsey stated that the heat
treatnent remedy for dioxin-contaminated equipment
and soil may not be cost-effective if the PRP-
directed cleanup of the source operable unit does
not include onsite incineration.

U.S. EPA’'s Response: It has already been
determined that incineration of the source
material in the source operable unit will take
place onsite.

Squire, Sanders & Dempsey stated that it may be
unnecessary to pursue both heat treatment and the
concrete vault.

U.S. EPA’s Response: The concrete vault, unlike
thermal treatment, is not viewed as a permanent
treatment. The vault will hold dioxin-
contaminated wastes that are not amenable to
incineration or decontamination at this time.
When the ultimate disposal of the dioxin-
contaminated materials is determined by U.S. EPA,
they will be removed from the vault and disposed
of. Currently, there are no known commercial
facilities that will accept dioxin-contaminated
material for treatment or disposal.
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Squire, Sanders & Dempsey stated that U.S. EPA has
viclated due process, SARA adzinistrative
procedures, and the Freedom of Information Act by
failing to provide sufficient time to comment on
the remedial investigation and the feasibility
study.

U.S. EPA's Response: The public comment period
nust last a minizum of 21 days as specified under
the Natiornal Centingency Plan. A 30-day ccmment
period for the site extended frocm April 12 to

May 12, 1989. Omn April 12, 1989, the U.S. EPA
published announcements of the availability of the
Proposed Plan and FS documents in two separate
local newspapers. The U.S. EPA feels adequate
time was provided for review of and comment on the
feasibility study.

Furthermore, the RI report has been available for
public review since December 1988. It was
available at che U.S. EPA Region V offices in
Chicago and in the two established public
repositories near the site (Ashtabula County
Disasters Services Office and the Ashtabula County
District Library). A copy of the RI report could
also have been obtained from the U.S. EPA.

The Laskin Task Force stated that the additional
benefit of an interceptor trench should be
evaluated afrer the impacts of draining and
filling the ponds is assessed. The groundwater
table should be monitored throughout the sice
remediation and the decision about the necessity
of the diversion trench should be delayed until
near the end of remediation.

U.S. EPA’'s Response: The purpose of the
groundwater trench is to prevent groundwater
flowing toward Cemetery Creek from coming in
contact with the contaminated soil. It is true
that groundwater inflow at the site is s small
percentage of the base flow from the site. During
the remedial design phase, after the pond
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dewatering, groundwater volumes will be reassessed
and the location and size of the trench will be
reexanined. Current information from the site,
however, indicates that the diversion trench is
necessary to effectively divert upgradient
groundwater to prevent that groundwater from
coming into contact with contaminated soils.

The Laskin Task Force stated that the onsite
residents should relocate to an area away from the
site during construction and operation of the
remedial actioen.

U.S. EPA’s Response: Although U.S. EPA does not
intend to relocate the site’'s residents during the
remedial action, it would be to their advantage to
relocate during that time and the U.S. EPA will
inform them accordingly.

The Laskin Task Force stated that capping the
contaninazed soil onsite will attain the goals of
protecting public health by isolating contacinated
soil from possible future contact and limiting
infiltration and future impacts on groundwater
qualicy.

U.S. EPA’s Response: U.S. EPA acknowledges
support for its recommendation.

The Laskin Task Force stated that the methods for
implementing the components of Alternative 3A,
including choosing the location of the dioxin
vault, should be described in the remedial design
document, not :n the Record of Decision.:

U.S. EPA's Response: The feasibility study’s
selected slternative and the Record of Decision
describe the general concept of the remedial
action. The final vault location will be
determined during the remedial design phase.
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OHIO EPA COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC
COMMENT PERIOD AND U.S. EPA RESPONSES

This responsiveness summary addresses the written comments
submitted by the Ohio EPA during the comment period. A copy
of the cocments received are available at U.S. EPA, Region
V, Chicago.

i. A nunter of comments and questions concerned the
proposed cap and diversion trench. These include:

o Alternatives 34, 43, and 5A do not
convinecingly demonstrate that the remedy will
eliminate recharge to the area of groundwater
contamination under the site.

o In Alternative 3A, an uncapped area ranging
in width from 25 feet to 50 feet will exist
between the cap and the landfill. How will
surface runoff from the cap and precipitation
falling on that area be diverted?

o How will surface drainage from the capped
area be tied into the diversion trench?

U.S. EPA's Response: The FS report describes the
general concept and the approximate location of
the cap and trench. The engineered scheme
presented in the report will be designed to
provide effective dewatering of the site. During
temedial design, the exact locations of the cap
and trench will be determined based upon design
investigations. The cap will be designed to allow
virtually no infiltration into the contaminated
soil inside the diversion trench, as it is
anticipated that there will be no uncapped area
inside the diversion trench (see Attachment B).
All surface runoff from the cap will be directed
outside the perimeter of the trench further
preventing recharge to the contaminated area.
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How will the deed restrictions, access
restrictions, and site fencing apply to the onsite
resident? Also, what is the proposed location of
the site fencing?

U.S. EPA's Response: The effect of the proposed
instituticnal controls on the site residents will
be to bar interference with or damage to the
remedial action (i.e., excavation through the cap,
installation of groundwater wells). Additional
and augcented onsite fencing will be installed as
part of the Source Removal Operable Unit recedial
action, which is currently being designed. The
location of the fence will be determined during
design.

The following requests were made for collection of
additional data:

° Additional groundwater and surface water
testing is needed before remedial design.

o Soil samples should be taken on slope.
° A boring should be taken in the boiler house.
o The boiler house dimensions should be

measured accurately.

o Hydrotesting should be performed to determine
the need for groundwater treatment.

U.S. EPA's Response: It is the opinion of the
U.S. EPA that sufficient data collection was
performed during the remedial investigation to
compare alternatives in the feasibility study and
choose a remedy for the site. During remedial
design, additional data will be collected to
ensure the proper design of the remedial action.
Collection of additional data could possibly
include any or all of the commenter’s suggested
actions. An exception would be hydrotesting. The
need for hydrotesting is questioned since the
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remedial action will effectively dewazer the
aquifer beneath the site, making treatment of site
groundwater unnecessary.

Cross section B-B’' should be added to Figure 1-4
in the feasibility study.

U.S. EPA’s Response: This cross section is
sresented in the RI report (Figure 3-3).

The final feasibility scudy was not clear whether
a specific task (i.e., preparation of a specific
area for incineration) would be taken in the final
RD/RA or during the Source Removal Operable Unit
RD/RA.

U.S. EPA’s Response: The feasibility study
assumed that the final recedial action and the
Source Control Operable Unit remedial action would
not be conducted concurrently. HBowever, the
feasibility study did estimate that there could be
a cost savings if the two remedial acticns were
done concurrently. It is not currently known if
the site must be prepared either once or twice for
incineration activities.

Because Alternative 6 leaves dioxins in an onsite
vault, it does not meet RCRA closure performance
for contaminated groundwater. Therefore this

alternative cannot be considered a clean closure.

U.S. EPA’s Response: When the dioxin vault is
removed and the groundwater has dissipated, the
site will be considered a clean closure. Until
that time, short-term management of the site is
required.

The dioxin vault dces not appear to meet Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) requirements
concerning secondary containment and detection of
releases.
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U.S. EPA's Response: The vault will be designed
to meet RCRA tank requirements (40 CFR

Section 264.192), the relevant and appropriate
regulations for determining the storage structure
for the dioxin-contaminated waste.

The Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act allows FEMA to
assess valuation of property if acquired as a part
of the remedial action,

U.S. EPA's Response: The remedial action does not
at this time include acquisition of the property.
It is possible, however, that information gathered
during the design of the final remedy would
indicate a need to acquire the property and
relocate the site residents to properly implement
the remedy. If this situation arises, the U.S.
EPA will follow the appropriate procedures to
relocate and properly compensate the property
owner.

Since the most protective multilayer cap is the
composite design using both a geotextile material
and a clay layer, it appears reasonable to import
£111 cthat would allow for the selection of the
more protective technology.

U.S. EPA's Response: The multilayer cap (soil and
geotextile) proposed in Alternative 3A, the
selected alternative, exceeds RCRA’s hydraulic
conductivity criteria for closure. The additional
cost of importing clay ($300,000) was based mainly
on sdditional transportation costs. Clay was
assumed to require transportation over a greater
distance. The cost differential between soil and
clay could be less depending on the location of
the provider. At the time of construction
bidding, the cost differential between clay and
soil £11ll could be evaluacted and the clay
necessary to construct s 2-foot layer in the cap
could be imported in lieu of the corresponding
apnount of soil.
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An east-west cross section of the proposed grading
plan and a cross section showing the proposed cap
in relation to the diversion trench should be
provided.

U.S. EPA's Response: These cross sections will be
developed during recedial design.

Where will contaminated soils be stockpiled while
building the RCRA landfili?

U.S. EPA’s Response: The recommended alternative
does not include an onsite RCRA landfill. This
option was eliminated from consideration due to
implementability concerns, including lack of room
onsite to allow stockpiling of contaminated soil
during construction of a RCRA landfill.

Site groundwater monitoring must comply with RCRA
post-closure groundwater monitoring requirements.
Monitoring should include both the shallow and
deep aquifers.

U.S. EPA's Response: U.S. EPA agrees with this
recomnendation.

Alternatives 2 through 5B should include deed
restrictions, access restrictions, and site
fencing. Alternative 6 should include deed and
access restrictions and site fencing for the
dioxin storage area.

U.S. EPA's Response: Table 4-3 in the FS report
indicates that deed restrictions or other use or
institutional restrictions will be used.

The no-action alternative states that risk would
not increase from no sction. Hypothetically,
svents could take place under the no-action
slternative that could increase risk to receptors.
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U.S. EPA’'s Response: The risk assessment
addresses those risks with a reasonable
probability of occurring. Hypothetically, many
extremely low probability events not considered in
the risk assessment could occur, which would
increase risk at the site under no action above
the risk currently described in the FS report. It
should be noted, however, that the FS report
describes the risk at the site as unacceptable
under the no-action alcernative.

15. Treatment of groundwater under Alternatives 34,
4A, and S5A would result in a greater reduction in
onsite contaminant mass than the incineration of
dioxin-contaminated materials.

U.S. EPA's Response: Contaminated groundwater is
not seen o pose a threat at this time because of
the lack of exposure routes under current use
conditions. Dewatering the site under
Alternative 3A will prevent any future generation
of contaminated groundwater. BHBowever, not
actively remediating the dioxin-contaminated
material does pose an unacceptable public health
threat. The U.S. EPA agrees with the commenter’'s
assessment, but stands by its determination that
Alternative 3A"is the appropriate remedy.

16. Ohio EPA's preferred alternative is Alternative 6.
While subject to results of needed treatability
studies, Alternative 6 seems to leave the Laskin
Poplar site suitable for unlimited future use.
Alternative 3A requires an indefinite period of
institutional controls to be adequately
protective.

U.S. EPA's Response: The U.S. EPA responded to
these concerns in a letter to Richard L. Shank
dated May 22, 1989 (see Attachment C).

GLT902/001.50
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Attachment A
COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED
AT LASKIN POPLAR OIL SITE



Attachment A
COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED
AT LASKIN POPLAR OIL SITE

1983 Public meeting held to describe Phase I
RI process.
1983 Compunity Relations Plan preparved
August 1987 Fact sheet prepared describing Phase 11l

RI study and focused Feasibility Study

Availability session held with U.S. EPA
staff to discuss onsite progress

Public meeting held to accept comments
on the focused FS for the source
N— material removal operable unit

March 1989 Community Relations Plan updated

Fact sheet prepared describing RI
findings and the scope of the sitewide
FS

April 1989 Fact sheet prepared describing completed
FS, alternative methods for site
cleanup, and the recommended remedial
action

Public meeting held to accept couments

N on the sitewide FS and U.S. EPA’s
proposed final remedy. '

GLT902/003.50



Attachment B
FIGURE 4-8 (FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT), REVISED



REVISED (6-12-89)

FIGURE 4-8

ALTERNATIVE 3A
APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF
CAP AND DIVERSION TRENC!

DRAINED AND FILLED
FRESHWATER POND

—_—

APPROKIMATE LOCATION
OF DIVERSION TRENCH

APPRONIMATE LAMITS
OF THE CAP
FINAL LIMITS OF CAP AND LOCATION
OF DIVERSION TRENCH TO BE
OE TERMINED DURING REMEDIAL DESION

LEGEND
NOTE
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Attachment C
RATIONALE FOR SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVE 3A
LETTER TO OHIO EPA
MAY 22, 1989



SRA-14

Richard . Shark, Ph.D.

Direcscr

Chio Ewircormental Protaction Agency
P.O. Box 1049

1800 vatermark Drive

Columtus, Chio 43266-0149%

Dear Dr. Shank:

Thark you for your letter of April 25, 1989. I am writinc to address
YOUr Concerns about the proposal of Ranedial Alternative 3A as the United
States Inviranneral Protectian Agency’s (U.S. EPA's) preferred remcdy
for the Laskins/Poplar 0il site. This preferred remedy was included in
the Proposed Plan, which was issued April 12, 1989. I also feel it is
necessary to briefly examine the necessity of a treatability study in
orcer to properly evaluate Remedial Alternative 6.

As you indicated, our initial review of Alternative 6 suggested the
remedy might allow for uwllimited future use at the site. However, upon
further review, we concluded Altermative 6 would, in fact, require long-
term operation and maintenance (O&M). This OsM involves on-site
management of any ramaining dioxin-contaminated debris and hazardous
waste disposal of any lead-containing residue ash that would not meet
hazardous waste delisting criteria. Treatability studies do not appear
necessary to conclude that a significant portion of this material will
need to be managed a hazardous waste.

Altermative 6 also involves greater short-term risks than Altermative 3A.
Ramedial Alternative 3A is fully protective of mman health and the
environment. Alternative 3A, in cambination with the operable unit
currentcly being designed, treats the most hazardous material at the site.
Camments received fram the cammnity thus far have expressed great
concern about incineration activities at the site. This concern was a
factor in the proposal of Remedial Altermative 3A, which incinerates only
the most hazardous materials, and minimizes the duration of incineration.
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This lecision document reprasents the salected remedial action “or %he 3jzerana
snit for the Laskin/29plar 011 sitae., % was developed in accordance wi<n -=e
“cmprenensive Znvironmental lespanse, Comoensation, and Liapility Act 3¢ 1380
"ZERCLA), 235 amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization ics 3f
1986 [SARA), and to the extent practicable, the National Contingency 2'an of
1385 /NCP) (40 CFR Part 300),

The State of Ohio has concurred 3n the selected ramedy, as stated in the attached
Letter of Concurrence.

BASIS:

The selection of remedy is based upon the Laskin/Poplar Q11 site Administrative
Record., The attached index identifies the items which comprise this record.

QESCRIPTION OF SELECTED REMEDY:

The selected remedy consists of the following major components:

- construction of a fence around the contaminated partions of the site and
the on-site incinerator;

- on-site incineration of qils, sludges, and highly contaminated soils;

- off-site treatment of all wastewater, decontamination water, and scrubber
water;

- off-site disposal of all incinerator ash;

- dismantling and off-site disposal of all tanks;

- crushing and incineration of the cinder dlock walls of the pits;

- backfil1ling and/or grading of all excavated areas t3 preclude panding.
DECLARATION:

Consistent with CERCLA, as amended by SARA, and the YCP, [ nave determined that
the remedy described adbove is a cost-effective interim remeay. This action is



aratecsive of numan nealsn and she enviramment, atsaing “ederil ang Stavs
applicaple or relevant and 200rJpriate ~aquiraments, iand 'S Cost-2F€acz .2,

This aption will not raquire any _uuo- 2rM Jperdtiain and Matetenarce ictt( T as,
Twis ramedy satisfies the drefarence “or Irf23aiment Inat reduces Tuxicity,
nopility, or volume as 1 orincizal 2lement. “inally, +1 is determineg :-at <-e
~ameay utilizes cermanent solutions 4nd 1itarnative treazment Zacinologras 3

=na maximum ax<ant cricticanle,

“Ra aited States Invirdemental drataction Agency TULS, ZPA) is contiayin~g fus
sompresensise Remedial [nvestigation/Feasidility Study (RI/F3) “ar ore
Laskin/Paplar Ji1 site, “hase [! of tne AL s scredylad <2 negin iuring *ne

1st Quar+ter of Fiscal Year 1388 and ~ill fur<ner characterize <he site, -7a:3
migration jathways, and extent of 2ioxin contamination., The U.S. ZP4 {5 slanntng
to complera the ramaining tasks of =ne RI/FS oy Tate 1988. This w11l incluce

tne identificatian and avaluation of potential final remegial actions., °
additional remedial actions are determined %0 be necessary, a Record of Cecision
will de orepared for approval of the future remedial actions,

Soplmler &0, 1917 &N&&&WWJ

Jate Valdas V. Adamkus
Regional Adminmistrator
United Statak Environmental Protect
Agency, Region V



SUMMARY JF 2EMEQTAL ALTIRNATIVE SELICTIC

SASKIN/ICPLAR QIL SI72

SOURCE 2EMOVAL JPEIABLE N[~

SITZ LOCATION AND JESCRIPTION

The Laskin/Psplar Jil site is located west of the village of Jef srson *n
Ashtapula County, Jhin, The site occupies approximately 3 acres, The
general site iocation is shown in Figure 1.

The site is bounded on the north Sy Cemetery (Creek, on the south and east
Dy the Ashtapula Fairgrounds, and %o the west by wooded areas. A map of
the site is shawn in Figure 2, The following facilities and structures
are located on site:

- The residence of Mr. Alvin Laskin, property owner;

- A boiler nouse, four boilers, and a stack;

- Several greenhouses;

- Thirty-four tanks;

- Four pits;

- A rstentiaon pond, a freshwater pand, and two treatment
ponds; and

- Miscellaneous sheds and buildings.

SITE HISTORY

A greenhouse operation startaed at the Laskin/Poplar oil site approximately
80 years ago. 3oilers were installed approximately 30 years ago to heat
the greenhouses. Ouring the 1960°'s, tanks were installed to hold waste oil
to fire the boilers. The oils were not analyzed prior to acceptance, and
0il containing PCB's and other hazardous constituents were accepted.

When the greenhouse business deteriorated, the owner degan collecting,
reselling, and disposing of waste oils. These activities included oiling
roads in Ashtadula County. Through a series of legal actions, the company
was placed into recefvership. All on-site buysiness activities relating to
ail have stopped.

Remedial activities began in December, 1380 and the site is presently
involved in & comprehensive federal-lead @medial Investigation/Feasibility
Study (RI/FS) which will be completed in 1988, This action is an operadble
unit to address the source material onsite. [t will Se consistent with the
final remedy to the gredtest extent jracticable.



Severil amergency ictions 73ve T2xan 31322 3% Ive §:t2 since tie U.3.3Ica
fi7sT Jecame involved. Zuri1g .382, Superfing slanred ramoval sperat-an
~amoveq 302,000 gallons 3f wast2 D1, treatag ing -elaaseq 130,300 jalls
3f isntaminated watar and soliaifiaa 205,300 jallans of slucge. 1
1333-36, =ne sotentral -esponstale parties [2R8P's) -~amoved 1poraximataly
23,300 277 zns 3f 211 ang ~asZtawdtar ‘ram the 31ta, Al 3f the 3173
ave seen llverad,

b
~

ng

J.RRENT S[T& STATUS

Jhasa [ >f Ine remeaial iavestijation (R[), «nicn cnaracterizad -ne
-isk17/39p1ar Jil site and 1ientified potantial pathways for chemical
Mgricion, nas deen completed. Fielad ~orx far Phase [l »f tne A is
schedu’2a for 1JFY88 and w11l 2rovida cetailed information on groundwatar,
soil, 4and diaxin cantamination, The WD for the gverall site is axpected
some -ime in 1388,

Jata collectad during the Phasa [ of the R and by the PRPs nhas shown
that further action is required at the sita, Jf immediate concern is the
Julk w~aste matarial still present at the site and the potential risk to
public nealtn, welfare, and the environment the waste material presents.
The waste present on the sita

include the following:

- Approximately 6000 gallons of 9il
- Approximately 60,000 gallons of wastewatar
- Approximately 705,000 gallons of sludge

A nore detailed dreakdown of the waste volumes is given in the Appendix
of tnhe pnased feasibility study.

The types of contaminants present in the wastes include polychlorinated
bSiphenyls (PCBs), polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and volatile
arganic compounds (VOCs)., The levels of contaminants found in the waste
matarial ire summarized in Table 1. The soils immediately surrounding
the pits are expected tOo have contaminant levels commensyrate with those
found in the sludges and oils, Lower levels of contaminants are found in
tne borings surrounding the pits. Soils wnich are visioly contaminated
will De considered “source” soils ana will be included in this source

removal operable unit.
RISK TO RECEPTORS VIA PATHWAYS

There is a continuing potential for a release of the contaminatad liguids
ang sludges to the environment. A release could occur through fire,
natural gdeterioration of the tanks and their fittings, seepage through
the sides and unlined bottoms of the pits, 4and accidental or deliberate
acts. A release from any of tnese routaes would have the potential ¢o
cantaminate surface water, groundwater, and soil,




The ~aute of Jreatast :Isncarn '3 32e0a3z2 UM T72 s123s if Tme 51t 1ra
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Thare {5 a sotantial “or fFire 3t tne sita. The «astas 11 2it 2 nave 3

“lasn soint 3f anly 30-85 ¥, and Aucn 3f he axl, ing s'yages nave nigh
3T, values, A fira, startag Dy «nataver =eans, zsuld zreata 3 contami-
1at2q smoke plume ind could reiease cantaminated ﬂaterials t3J the sita

ang surrounding ar=2a,

3asad on surface topograohy, contaminants releisad on site have the
sotantial of Jeing carried 1nto Cametary Creek., (lametary Creek empties
into the Grand River wnicnh supplies the drinking water for approximately
25,200 people ian Asntabyla County.

2C3s

PCBs are apsorved through the lungs, the gastrointastinal tract, the
intact skin, and (in axperimentally exposad animals) he eyes. After
apsorption, PCBs circulate through tnhe body in the blood and accumulate
in the liver, adrenal glands, and skin,

The most significant concerns from PCBS are the chronic affects which are
manifested aver prolonged, but not necassarily continuous, axposure o
low levels. Many of the toxic effects in mammals have heen noted at
axtremely Tow levels of exposure, in several species at dietary levels of
only 1.3 to 2.5 pom or less, The toxic effects of PC3s in humans have
heen reported both as a result of occupational exposuras and in the
jeneral popylation. PCBS have bdeen shown %3 oe carcinogenic in rats and
nice, and there is avidence that it might causa stomaca and liver cancer
in humans. The Office of Health and Environmental Assessment (QHEA) of
tne U.S.EPA developed healith advisories for PC8s in soil., The OHEA asses-
sment concluded that a PCB level of | =2 5 ppm in soil in 2 residential/
commercial area would be associated with 31 1x10-5 lavel of oncogenic
risk.

The lavels of PCBs in the oils are above 30 ppm in every sample taken and
are as high 170 ppm. The levels in the sludges are jenerally greater
than 20 ppm and are found as nigh as 238 pom. The levels of ?C3s found
in the baorings nearest ta the pits, approximat2ly 4 Tty 3 feet, are delow
3 opm.
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METALS
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T~e lavels of lead in the 0ils range from 30-343 ppm., The level 3f lead
tq tne sluages range from 53-12,400 zpm,

SOLYNUCLZAR AROMATIC AYORGCARBONS /P4Hs)

A "umoer Oof PAHs were identified in the base/neutral analysis for the
sludges. As 2 group, PAHs are persistant in the environment, Some PAHs
are carcinogenic and mutagenic, Matarials such as tars and oils, known
to contain PAMS, have deen shown to De carcinogenic to humans. According
to the regional spokesperson for tne Agency for Toxic Substances and
Jisease Registry (ATSOR), COC considers total average PAH levels of up to
100 ppm in residential areas and 1000 ppm in comercial areas acceptabdle.

The levels of total PAHs in the sludges range from 428 ppm to over 82,000
ppm,

YOLATILE ORGANIC COMPQOUNDS (VOCs)

No health based standards for VOCS in soil currently exist. However,

some of the VOCs found at the site are considered toxic or are carcinogens.
A number of the VOCs in the sludges can be found at levels jreater than
10,000 gpm., The level af VOCs in the closest soil borings to the pits

can be found at greater than 1 ppm,

ENFORCEMENT HISTORY

State actions at the Laskin/Poplar Qil site include a complaint filed in

the Ashtabula County Court of Common Pleas in April 1979 for air and

~ater pollution violations. The owner/operator was found liable by the
court and ordered to cleanup the site. The owner/operator was fouad in
contempt of court on several occasions and a receiver was appointed for

the business by the Ashtabula County Court of Common Pleas court on December
22, 1980. The owner/operator entered into a consent jecree with the Federal
Government on January 21, 138l. The caonsant decree required the

- owner/operator to cleanup the site, halt discharge of contaminated water

to Cemetary Creek, and adbide by TSCA PC3 rules,

.a-



ar saveral emergency fund-financed removals Setween 330 ing 1383, 1
"ataral Administrative Jrcer AJ) wds ‘ssued 2 faur 2005 ‘A iygust
21, -3 A0 reguired the ~amcvai and 1nC1reratian 3f the 3yl f The
tami~artag 211 angd <r2athent 3 ThNe CONTAMINATad w3atar That w~as S3ne
nea =~ T=@ 2i%s 3nd %anks an sit2. RIS Jrcer was Iomplred «itn
3

e wintar f 1335-36.

o

acsne .ntlateral A3, w3 eign® QPsg, was issued n JU’lj 2386, Thigs
ar, anicn originally requireq the removal and tncinerition 2f tne
arning s!iage, was amended in Seotemoer, .386. ~he amended 10 required
tre 2eveispmant 3f 2 worxplan O ~emove and ‘ncinerite tne sludge ing o
sampla the sqgils around tne in ground pits. This ~orkplan was submitted

A Maren 1387,

Aggitionally, while znese administrative an‘arcament activities were
caxing place, the J,S.ZPA w#as pursuing a cost racovery action tad recaver
tna mgnies spent Jan the emergency ictions. The first complaint was filed
in June 1384, Amended complaints were filed in December 1984, July 198S,
and Jctoper 1986. Currently there are eieven defendents in this action
‘ncluding the owner/operator, the operating company (Poplar 0il Co.), a
finance company, and eight corporations which generated wastes sant to

tne site. These defendents have sued an additional 400 third parties,
Rave settled with approximately 30, and have since dismissed another 30
for lack of evidence., Settlement discussions on this action are on-going.

COMMUNITY RELATIONS HISTORY

J.S.EPA's community relations activities at the Laskin/Poplar Q11 site
date back to 1981, when the agency conductad emergency actions to prevent
0il from leaching off the site. Setween July and November, 1982, U.S.EPA
condqucted a removal at the site which resylted in the elimination of the
site's most imminent-hazards., A Community Relations Plan (CRP) was
prepared and implemented during that time.

"he public comment period for this operable unit stated on August 10,
1987 and went through September 11, 1987. On August 18, 13987, a puplic¢
availapility session was held at the Jefferson Courthouse, giving area
residents an opportunity to meet and talk with staff apout site activi-
ties. On August 26, U.S.EPA neld a public meeting to accept comments on
the feasidbility study for the source material removal 2peraole unit,

4ealzh issuas Rave and continye to be a major source of concern for the
citizens, Concerns center around the pathways of possible exposure to
contaminants during the period of tnhe site's operation. These include
exposure to the burning of PCB contaminated o0il, the road spreaging of

the o0il, and the presence of dioxin, Questions and comments posed by the
community and the PRPs are included in the attached responsivness summary.



ALTZINATIVES EVALUATION

The major cpojective of Ine 2nasac faas Nty sty 2F3) ‘5 th avaijata
~ameqt4i 2itarmatives far tne ramoval of source natarial from e Laseina/
23plar 217 siza. Sourc2 matarial facluces tne slicgas, 31ls, ind wasta-
#atars 3as ~ell 3s i jnly zontaminatad $0ils.  Th2 :laan-,p 100r0acY 2$°39-
“r3nea TIr ot~ operadle unit 4as cevellped I 3Qaress tne natarialsg

4NtCN May 3a@rve as 3 s0urz2 fars fuptnes 5152 Zontaminatian and is 4ot
neant 3 sarve as the “ilal ramediiatian lavel far the site. A1) agzampts
~ave ceen Made O <gep tne 3ctions of inis Jperinle Linit 3ns1sTant «17n
the final ramedy 75 tne axtant it zan e anticipated.

The remedy selectad ~i111 2e consistent with the goals and intant af =<ne
Comprenensive Eavironmental Response, Campensatian, ang Liapility Act of
1980 (CERCLA) as amendad Jy the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization
Act of 1986 (SARA) and the National Qi1 and “azardous Substancas Cane
tingency Plan {NCP) {30 CFR Part 300 et. seq., 47 Federal Register 31130,

July 15, 1982).

An anvironmental issaessment presentad in Chapter 2 of the PFS determined
that source control measures ire needed at the site, A list of approp-
riate remedial response tecnnologies was identified. Each technology was
screened dased on its technical feasibility and implementadility., The
following technologies were considered appropriate tachnologies:

Qils/Sludges/Soils
- QOnesite containment
- {(Qff.site containment
- Onesita land treatment
- Onesite incineration
- Jff-site incineration
- Jn-site incineration/
Qff-site containment
dastewaters
- QOn-3jite treatment
- (ff-site treatment
Tanks
- Jismantling/0ff.site
disposal

Tachnologies which were eliminated from firtner consideration include
on-site contatnment, on-site land treatment, and on-sita wastawatar
treatment., The on-site containment Jption encompased the placement of
the source soils and the waste from the tanks and pits into an on-site
#aste aisposal unit. This option was "0t considered implementadle due %0
the impending Novemper 3, 1988 deadline imposed by the Land disposal
Restrictions. The Land Disposal Qestrictions prohibit the land disposal
af all wastes included on the Califorma L1st and solvent wastes from
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catagoriaes FO01-FUY0S, Tha zesign, <30St ilitan, 1vszosal, irgd zlasure
~0uld all need to de finirsneg dr1ar °3 ine “cvemper 3, 1333 zeagline.
.ind - ~23tnent ~as "0t ZJnsizered tecnntially “2ast3'a fyr tne trearcent
2f <ne laevels of 2C3s ana naingenatad srygantss fiungd 19 tne waste matae
rr3ls, ln-s1%2 wastawater Dreallent «ds "0t 13nstiaraeg tacnnically
f23siola, 24524 Jn Ine volumes 2x£e<Taq 4nd ne 21 iIyity 1a icaving
j1scnar;e ~2qyultaments Jue T the atle /3cfaty 3F Jranics compounds ang
ravels 37 'aag “sund 117 Ine w~ast2a., Tha wasTawatars wouid Je more sultad
for treatment at 3 comercial wastawatar facriity,

lemegial action aiternatives w~ere Zeveloped from <ne remaining tacnnol-
ogies. These 1lzarnatives were tnen zamparadq an 23st affactivness,
aratectiveness £J the pudblic and <he 2nviranment, and compliance with tne
requirements angd intent 3f SARA, A zomparative evalusation of tne altarn-
atives is snown 11 Taple 2.

Alzarnative |}

Jnger this altarnative, "0 remedial iction would dDe taken at the
sita., The threat 0 public nealin and the envirgonment, as descrided
earliar and in the FS, would remain.

Alternative 2

Alternative 2 consists of solidifying all of the liquid wastes and
placing all of the source matarial in a licensed TSCA or RCRA
facility as appropriate., Al]l tanks would be dismantled and taken
off-site. The pit area would e backfilled witr on sita soils and
graged to praclude ponding.

No long term maintenanca or monitoring at the Laskin/Poplar Qil sita
would de required under this altarnative, However, the waste would
not Se treatad prior to landfilling at the licensed facility, The
Tang tarm dependability of any landfill is unknown. The cost esti-
mate for Alternative 2 is $4.2 million.

Alternative 3

Alternative ] combines on-site incineration of :ine oils, sludges,

and source $Qils with off-sita >reatment of the ~astewaters, decon-
tamination water, and scrudbber w~ater. The incinerataor ash and
dismantled tanks would be dispased in an aff-size CRA licansed
facility. [f cests indicated that tne ash could de delisted, tne
ash could be sent to a sanitary lanfill, The excavated pit area
would be backfilled with onsite soils and graded %2 preclude ponding.

This option would not require any long tarm maintanance 2r monitaring
at the site. All source matarial would Je treated to the greatest
extent practicable, The cost astimate for alternative 3 is $8.S
million,



Altarnacive i

Alzernative 4 jeilizas off.sita “~2tneraticn for all sils, 5ilzges,
ana nignly zantamin~atad sa1is. A1! #25T3wdtars ind Jecintami~at'sa
watar would se sr2atad 1% an af€-sit2 Tr23tment “acility. Tha ti-xs
#ouil Je zemol'sned ang 11sp0seq 37 210 3 Tozansag facilizy offesita,
The axzivitad 3rzias #~0uid ce dackfilled «131 Jn-3i%a sa1ls ang
jradea =3 Jracluge songing,

This option woulg 70t r2quire any l3ng Tara maiatanance ar moN1TIrT~g
3t ne site, All sgurca natart1il w«ould de treated o tne jreatest
axtant Jracticaple. The coast astimata fir AlTarnative 4 is 312.2
nllion.

Altarnative 3

Alternative 5 includes In-site incineration of all ails and sludges
as ~ell 1s soils w~itn yre2atar tnan 25 ppm 2C8s ar SO0 ppm total
nalagenated organics., The remainder of sqil excavated from the tank
ana pit areas would Je landfilleq off-site at a RCRA licensed hazar-
dous waste facility along with 211 gismantlied tanks, All waste-
waters, decontamination water, and scrudber water «4ould de treated
at an off-site treatment facility. The excavated areas would be
backfilled with on-site soils and graded to preciude ponding.

This altarnative would not require any long term maintenance or
monitaring at the site, The most highly contaminatad source material
would be permanently treiated. However, the sgils that would be
landfilied, which comprise rougnly 2ne half of zhe source matarial,
would not be treated, The off-site disposal of waste without treat.
ment is the least favored option under SARA. The cost of Altarnative

S is $5.3 million.

dith the exception of no action (Alternative 1), all 3f the altarnatives
would effectively and permanently minimize the danger to the puolic
healtn and the environment at the site area through the removal of the
contaminated matertal,

The use of an off-site landfill (Alcarnative 2 and 5) is conventional,
2asy to implemant, and transfers the operation and maintanance to the
owner/operator of the landfill. The most significant isadvantage of
this option g that it does not treat the contaminants, so there is ngQ
reduction tn toxicity, volume, or modility. (t also may Ye difficult to
naintain the long term integrity of nazardous waste landfills as required
oy the U.S.EPA's off-site policy. The off-site disposal of contaminated
natartals without treatment is the least jrefarred option under SARA,
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The aff.site incineration 3¥ Ine 50urc2 MaTartais ‘Alzartative 1) 3ffarg
sne advantage of permanent'y 2estroying tne CINCAMI~anLs C 1 tne wasta
nacartal 3ana the sails. 1% 1§ 1 3rgvan t2cnnglagy <nat t-aasfars Jperie
1730 ang matatenance T3 ine Jwner/ 3c@ritdr 3f tne faci~eratar faciliny,
Sn2 tme most significant lisadvantage 3f 113 2itarnative s inplamens
t33virzy, The matarral must de pacxaged 1 smail fiser zrums fir t-ans-
sartatrin, The facilities 3avaiiadle 73ve commitients 3 therr ~ajylar
cliants wnicn contral wnen ind 1t ~Nat ~3iL3s Tne sourca matartal zan e
takan zare 2f,. [n aadriiton, a aumoer of Jff.site nNazar4ous waste
TAC1eratans nave Shown 3 ~2iyctinca =0 2CI2pt Tne w~asta natarial Jue 23
sne nign lavels of lead found 1n some of the sludyes. “ramspaortazion of
tne wasta to an off-sita facility increasas >oth the cost of this

alternative ang the risks posed to the pudlic 5y movement of cantaminatad
matarials on tne nignways.,

As with off-site incineration, ane-site incineration (Altarnative 3 and §)
would utilize a proven tacnnology tO permanently destroy tne contaminants
in the sourze material, The advantages of this altarnative are that the
pacxaging requirements necassary for off-site incineration woyld de .
3voided, and all material could >e processed in one year Jor less once the
incinerator degins aoperation. This altarnative also meets :the goal of
SARA of implementing a remedtal action which incorporates treatment
rather than land disposal where practicadle.

A comparison of the altarnatives on the basis of protectivness of public
health and the environment shows that on-site and off-site incineration
provige a nigh level of protection, Alternatives wnich use a high degree
of landfilling provide an equal level of protection in the short run,

The long run dependability of landfills, nowever, ara unknown, There
would De no beneficial impacts associated with the no action alternative,

Any detrimental environmental effects associated with the waste and soil

‘removal operations would essentially be the same for each alternative

except the no action alternative. These short term negative impacts
could be minimized using proper construction metnods.

The State of Jhio and the U.S.EPA expressed preferenca for remedtal
actions that would provide destruction of hazardous constituents in lieu
of transporting untreated wastes to a RCRA approved lacation. Section
121(0)}(1) of SARA states "Remedial actions 1n which =reacment «Rich
permanently and significantly reduces the volume, toxicity or modility of
the hazardous substances, pollutants, and contaminants is a Jrincipal
alement, are to be preferred over remedial actions not involving such
treatnent. The offsite transport and disposal of hazardous substances or
contaminated materials without sych treatment should Je the least favorad
altarnative ramedial action where practicable treatment tachnologies are
availaple.”
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Tmus, tne JL.5.TPA amorasizas the need T2 LIng'lar <reat,ment, tacyg ez
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CIRCLA sites is ysea. 11 aadrtiin, Secttam I00,33(A 10 of the NCP
srovices that remedizl 27 zarmantives sAMuTl AT te 217T~3ted In Tee asts
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Imvcecrmeantal cantfics wptcn woul?oaccrue 35 3 ~asult 3f salectiag an
*az nar3TtIn IpTion Jver 3 'and 2ispo0sal 20Tion ire:

.} cermanent zestruyctiaon of cne 9C3s, 3dms, /OCs, and other jrganics
3und in Tne sourza matertal,

2) alimination of <me risk of release 2f hazardous sudstances "3
the anvironment ana ~eduction of the nealtn risx associated witn
this exposure, and

3) alimination of the neea €ar jovernmental authorities to perform
the envirgnmental man1:aring at the site would be necessary if the
wastes were laft an sita or relocated to another site, -

CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER SNVIRONMENTAL LAWS

The %echnical aspects of the remedial alternmative inplemented at the
Laskin/Poplar 0il site will dDe cansistent with all federal and state
applicable or relavent and appropriate requirements (ARARs). Other
gnvirommental laws which may be considered ARARsS to the remedial alter-
natives evaluated are the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA),
the Toxic Substance Control Act (TSCA), tne Clean iir Act. Chapters
3704 and 3734 of the Jhio Revised Code (ORC), and Section 3745-15, 17,
and 18 and 21 as well as Section 3745 - 50 through 1754 - 69 of the Chio
Administrative Code.

The specific provisions of RCRA which may serve as ARARs for the alter-
native cnosen include the thermal destruction requirements (40 CFR Subpart
P, Section 265.370 through 265.383), the incinerator requirements

74Q CFR Subpart Q, Section 265.340Q through 265.369). These provisions

list the proceedures and requirements which must De complied with during

the thermal destruction of the waste material, These regirements are

also included in OAC rules 3745-57-30 to 3745.57-39 ind OAC rule 3745-50-52,
The of f-site wastewdter treatment r~equiraments (40 ~FR Parts 262 and 263)
could also be considered an ARAR.

The selected remedy involves placement and treatment of soils and debris
wastes, Placement of wastes or treated residuals is prohibited under
RCRA Land Dtsposal Restrictions (LOR) unless certain treatment standards
are met. LDR standards have not Jeen publisned for soil and gedbris
wastes, but when published, the standards may he applicable or relevant
and appropriate. Oespite the absance of specific treatment standards,
the treatment method empioyed as part of this remedial action satisfies
the statutory requirement to, "...suostantially diminish the toxicity of



tne waste or substantiaiiy raduce tne 11k@iingod of igration 3f ~azac-sys
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7uman health and the enviranment are ninimized," Tgac, 3004 ' 4,5.m.2. 0

imssions from the inci~er2tdr would e tovered unger tne Ilean lir ic:,

JRC Chaptaer 3704, and JAC 3Sections 3745-13, 17, 13, 1eg 21, Jff.3iva t-ang-
rortation =f mazardous waste 1S5 coverad uncer DAL 3T15.33.01,  Theg

requi~as I"2 T-InspOrters Jf nazardous wast2 %o ~2313%sr w1%A tne dunice
ctrlities Zommission of Shio and o adtain Chio Transgortar reyistriticn
aumberi. These requirements ~i1l 3e met during tne reme@ial ac:ian,

ARARS will only Ye waived under =he <andi%iisns saz “3r2n in 3ec<:an
12.(3){d) of SARA. This action is caonsidered an interim <easy~e. “here-
fore, no final cleanup levels nave Seen detarmined. The “inal cleanup
levels #ill bde determined at =ne completion of tne overall site [/FS.

RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

[t is recommended that Alternative 3 de selected. This alternative
consists of tne following:

- Construction of a fence around the contaminated portions of the e
site and the on-site incinerator

- On-site incineration of oils, sludges, and “source” soils

- QOff-site treatment of all wastewaters, decontamination water, and
scrubber water

- (Qff-site disposal of all incinerator ash

- DOismantling and off-site disposal of all tanks

- Crushing and incineration of the cinder block walls of the pits

- Sackfilling and/or grading of all excavated areas to preclude ponding
3ased on the comparison of alternatives, the recommended alternative is
fully protective of public health and the environment, cost affective,
utilizes treatment technology to the maximum extent sracticadble, and will

meet all applicadble, or relevant and ipopropriate federal and state
requirements. It has an estimated cost of $8.5 miliion,

QESCRIPTION OF RECOMMENOED ALTERNATIVE

At the inception of the remedial action, the site would be fenced to
reduce access to the contamination on site and the aquipment used for the
remedial action. Site access would nly be jranted dn an as needed
basis.

On-site mobile incinerators are a proven and availaole technology. Sased
on vendor information, both infrared ang rotary <iln mobile incinerators
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A1l ash gererated during <7e incineriation srocess would be tested tg
datarmina the appropriate metncd of aff-site disposal. [f the test
results indicate that the asn should be classified as a hazardous waste,
it would Se sent off-sita %0 a2 CRA licensaed lanafill for disposal, The
transportation of the asn w~oulad De canducted by a company experienced in
hazarqous waste handling. The company would be required to have all
necessary permits, manifasts, and insurance. [f the ash can be delisted,
it could de sent to a sanitary lanafill,

Off-site wastewater treatment is technically feasible and has been used
for earlfer wastewater removed from the site, All decontamination water
and scrubber water would de disposed of in a similar fasion. An experi-
enced hazardous waste hauler would he ysed to transport the waters,

After all waste has been ramoved from the tanks, the tanks wifl De dis-
mantled for transportation and disposal at an off-site RCRA facility,
The exact method of dismantling could include flame, hydraulic, or other
technique that could be safely carried out on site, The choice of demo-
lition method will be made during remedfal design activities, or during
the removal operation, based on site conditions.

ATT areas which have been excavated will be backfillad with on-site soils
and/or graded to preclude ponding., Site runoff from the area will de
directed to the existing retention pond.

The source removal is intended solely as an interim measure, The cleanup
tevels used will not necessarily be the final remediation level for the
site. The final levels will he determined during the aoverall site RI/FS.
A1l attempts have been made to keep the remediation afforts associated
with this operable unit consistent with the final remedy to the extent
that it can be anticipated.

The intent of this operable unit is %0 remove the tnhe source material

still present on the Laskin/Poplar 0Oil site, To be consistent with the
intent, the operable unit must deal with the soils which have become
significantly contaminated due %o the duyl¢ movement of the oils and sludges.
Therefore, the soils surronding the pits and in the tank area will de
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removed until the remaining sgils ire visidly clean, The remaining so:'s
#1111 be sampled and inalyzed for =ne full hazardous substance list sriar
t9 backfilling and grading, This will aid in zhe overall site cleanup.

The following is a cost estimate for <he recommended alzernative.

Site preparatian,
7opilization, demo- $1,500,200
J1lizatton and

permiting

Conditioning and
incineration of $4,377,3500 ? 3500/%on
wastes and soils

Transportation of 20 tons/load
434Q tons aof ash $244,125 300 miles

o the landfill @ $3.75/mi,
Disposal cost for 4340 tons
4340 tons of ash - $651,000 @ S150/ton
Transportation and 875,500 gal.
disposal of scrubber $350,200 @ $0.40/gal

and decon, water

Tank cutting and

decontamination $200,000
Transportation of 245 20 tons/load
tons of dismantled $ 13,785 300 miles
tanks @ $3.75/mi,
Landfi11 costs 245 tons
for 245 tons $ 36,750 - @ %150/ton
Pit backfilling
and grading $ 10,000
[ndirect costs

ng engineering $1,107,508 15% 3f all

. and costs

; | Total $8,490,365
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

The preferred alternative will require operation and maintenance casts
assoctated with the start-yp (including the trial burn) and the operation

-18-



of =he mobile incinerator. These costs would e limited to the period of
time when the incinerator would de Joerating, wnich nas Seen estimateq to
de approximately one year and is inciuded in =he cost astimate., There is
no long term operation or maintenance associated w~ith snis 2lterrative,
Yo ‘ong term monitoring will de required.

SCHESULE

The fallowing schedule of activities povides projected milestones far tne
work to be ocerformed at the Laskin/Poplar Qil site,

Approve Remedial Action (R0OD) September 1987

Oesign Award (Notice to Proceed) January 1988

Oesign Completion April 1988

Award Contract July 1988

Begin Remedial Action September 1988 .
Complete Remedial Action September 1989 %

FUTURE ACTIONS

A work plan was completed in August 1987 for Phase Il of the Rl for the
site. A ROD for the overall site cleanup is scheduled for September -
1988. The overall site RI/FS will deal with groundwater, dioxin, and
overall soil contamination.

-19-



Siats of Ohis Unvienmantal Protaction Agency

P Q. Box 1049, 1800 WaterMark Or.
Columpus, Chio 432668-0143

Richard F Zeiente

Covernor
September 28, 1987 neCEl VED
Mr. valdas V. Adamkus qcT 0§ 198
Regional Administrator
U.S. EPA, Region Vv . ~AON S
230 South Dearborn Street poo |r \isg..nmsmm
Chicago I1linois 606C4 oF.-

Dear Mr. Adamkys:
After review of the Phased Feasibility Study for Source Material Remaval, far
the Laskin/Poplar 011 Superfund site and the draft Record of 00cisionafor this

remedial action, Ohlo EPA concurs with the proposed remedial alternative.
This alternative includes:

- construction of a fence around the contaminated portions of the site
and the on-site incinerator;

- on-site incineration of oils, sludges and “source soils®;

- off-site treatment of all wastewaters, decontaminated water, and
scrubber water;

- off-site disposal of all iIncinerator ash;

- dismantling and off-site disposal of all tanks;

- crushing and incineration of the cinder block walls of the pits;
- and backfi11ing and grading of all excavated areas.

cost of 8.3 millton.

will assure payment of 10 per centum of the remedial action. There

is ration and maintenance required for this action.

sm-’fit,.

Richard L. Shank, Ph. D. gc: gb

Oirector RA
FREEMAN v~

RLS/RH/12

ce: David Strayer, CAS, OSHAR

Rodney Beals, N0
Nale Vitale ARN
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TAdle i

ANALYSIS OF wASTZS

Qanges >f Zsntzminants

Jils 4dST2awatars Sluages
METALS ‘ppm)
Aluminum J.04-3,37 29-.3,300
Antimony 2.3-9.2 J.3-13
Arsanic 3.0=-3.75 J.0-15
3arium 2.3-34 J.321-3.7 5.1-1,273
Chromium 1.0-8.5 J3.0-3.074 10-3,420
Copper 0.2-13 0.0-0.224 25-398
[ron 25-295 J.227-74.93 28-4,720
Lead 30-543 7.204-3.52 §9-12,400
Magnesium <20 0.08-47,2 0.0-9,040
Manganese 1.9-3.4 0.014-7,22 0.0-375
Mercury 0.0-7.24 0.0-0.0003 0.0-18
Nicxel 0.0-0.291 0.0-82
Zine 3.0-290 0.267-15.9 18-5,060
Cyanide 0.0-0.03 0.0-5
PCBs (ppm)
Aroclor 1221 0.0-0.054
Aroclor 1242 10-22 0.0-0.024 0.0-94
ana/or 1016
Aroclor 1254 41-144 41-0.15 0.0-170
Aroclor 1260 0.0-12
VOLITILE OQRGANICS (ppm)
Methylene Chloride 0.0-2.4 0.0-3,800
Acetone 0.25-46 0.0-97,000
l,l-3i¢cnlaorqethene : 0.0-1,7
1,l-dichloroethane 0.0-0.12 0.9-5.3
Chioroform 0.0-1.2 0.0-5,100
1,2-0icnloroethane 0.0-0.36 0.0-6,400
2-8utanone 3.0-13 0.0-19,000
1,1,1sTrichioroathane 0.0-0.27 0.0-21,000
0.0-0.04 0.0-1,200
0.0-0.46 0.0-280
0.0-3.8 J3.0-7,400
0.0-0.01 0.3-750
- 0.0-7.43 22-76,000
Chlorobenzene 0.0-2
Ethylbenzene 0.0-14 14-44,000
Total Xylenes 0.0-3.4 49-140,000
Vinal Acetate 0.0-10



3AST/NEUTRALS (ppm)
L,3-0ichlnrodenzene
1,2-dichlarobenzene
Nitrobenzene

ACID

Isophorone

1,2,3=-Tricnlorodenzene

Napntnalene

2-Metnylnaphthalane
Acenaphthalene
Acanaphthene
Didenzofuran

Fluorene

4-Nitroaniline
n-Nitrosodipnenylamine
Phenanthrene

Anthracene

di-n-3utyl Phthalate
Fluoranthene

Pyrene

Butylbenzylipnthalate
3enzo (A) Anthracene

TABLI

fzant,

1

'
4

ANALYSLS JF 4ASTES

bis(2-ethylhexyl) Phthalate

Chrysene

Di-N-Octy! Phthalate
Benzo (8) Fluoranthene
Benzo (A) Pyrene

[ndeno(1,2,3-¢,d) Pyrene

Benzo (g,h,i) Pyrene

Ranges 3f Contaminants

dastawatars

0.0-2.2
0.3-17

1.3-18
0.45-45
0.0-6.5
0.11-34
0.25-30

J.0-30

0.0-5

0.0‘26
0.62-97
0.14-17
0.0-2.7
0.22-30
0.18-35

0.0-0.033
0.0-3.5
0.0-3.5

0.0-51

0.0-6.2
0-0-0.4‘

1.7-53
000‘34
0.0-9.5
0.3-16

Sludges

0.3-127
N.3-62

0.3-15,000
0.0-130
0.0-34,000
96-5,800
0.0-1,000
50-6,600
0.0-3,600
0.0-5,000

0.0-1,500
0.0-12,000
0.0-9,000
0.3-62
0.0-5,300
0.0-5,200
0.0-290
0.0-1,400
0.0-370
0.0-1,500
0.0-1,300
0.0-95

0.0-330
3.0-35Q

0.0-34,000
0.0-8,500
0.0-22,000
0.0-2,700
0.0-140
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LASKIN/POPLAR JIL 3[72
JEFFERION JHIO

RESPONS{VENESS SUMMARY

The Jniteq Statas Invironmental Protection Agency (U.S. ZPA) recantly nala 3
2unlre comment certod from August lJ, 1987 t3 Septamoer 11, 1987 “3r interescad
partias to comment 00 U.S. £PA's August 1387 Phased Faastdility 3tudy (>F3) and
2ryposad Plan for 3 source removal operable unit at the Laskin/2oplar J11 3ita.
At the time 3f the puolic comment periaod, U.S. EPA had annaunced i1ts reccmmended
alternative for tne removal af the source matarial,

The purpose of this responsiveness summary is o document U.S. ZPA's respanses

to comments received during the pudblic comment period. All of the comments
summarized in tnis document will be factored into U.S., EPA's final decision,
Since the purpose of this comment period was to receive comments specifically
related to the PFS, comments related to the overall Remedial I[nvestigation/
Feasivility Study (RI/FS) or the Superfund praogram as a whole will be addressed
at a later time. A number of comments were received well after the closing

date of the public comment period. U.S., EPA nas not responded to those comments,
axcept to the extent that many of the same comments were made in timely
submissions.

This responsiveness summary is divided into the follaowing sections:
I. Responsiveness Summary Overview - This section driefly outlines the

proposed remedial alternatives as presented in the PFS including the
recommended altarnative.

[f. Summary of Public Comments and U.S. EPA Responses - This section
summarizes both written and oral comments received from the community
and the Tacal officials and the U.S. EPA's responses. The comments are
organized Dy subject area.

Summary of Potential Responsiblie Party (PRP) Comments and U.S. EPA
esponses - s section summarizes DOLHh wrictaen comments recelved
Trom the PRPS and the U.S. EPA responses. The comments are organized

by, subject area.

[r.




RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY JVERVIZd

Propased Alta2rnatlvas and ecommended Altarnative

Tna PFS 1dentifies and evaluatas altarnata sourza contril aptians. Ne
aitarnatives range ‘rom 10 312313n TS cimpleta ind permanent treatment.
The alzarnatves w~er2 jireened and 2valjatad jasad on therr "achnizal
feasioility, inplementapility,

Five altarnatives passed the initial screening and w~ere comparad :n
detsil, The five alternate included:

1. No action;

2. Jff-site Containment;

3. UOnesita lncineration;

4, Jff-site [n¢ineration;

5. 0Onesite [ncineration/Qff-site Containment.
These five altarnatives were then subjected to a detailed evaluyation of
their effectiveness, compliance with the Superfund Amendments and
Reautharization Act, and cost affectiveness. The U.S. EPA's recommended
alternative is the on-site incineration of 21! source material on the

site. Groundwater, soil, and dioxin contamination will De covered in
the overall R[/FS for the site,

Public Comments on the Remedial Alternatives

Public comments were received from the Village of Jefferson trustees,
the Jhio Environmental Council, and citizens af Jefferson,

PRP Comments on the Remedial Altarnatives
The fallowing entities submitted comments on Jenalf of the PRPs:

.. §gker & Hostetler, Counsallors at Law, on behalf of
%2 Browning-Ferris Industries of Onio, Inc., General Motors Corporation;
" TRM I[nc., Rockwell [nternational Corporation; Koppers Company, [nc.,
and 8e-Kan, [nc.

- Squirs, Sanders, 3 Oempsey, Counsellors it Law, on bdehalf of

Ashland 011, Inc., Clevelanag clectric [1luminating Company,
Consolidated Rail Corporation, 4hita Consolidated [ndustries,

.z.
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Shell Jil Zsmpany, “ooti 211 Iimpdny, Sun R@finrng ing “ircat:~;
Company, [nc., Martlace, Iac., Ancnar Yotar Fraignr, 1ac, 274
cligseim, [nc.

- “raadman, Lavy, <r2il & 3i70onds, Zounsellars at _iw In seralf 3f
2arfaziizn J3rooratiang,

- <@ystaine Invi-znmental 12sourzas, [nC on senalf of 3e-can, [z,
3rowning-ferris [acustrias af 3hi3, {nc., 3eneral Motars I:impany,
<oppers Jompany, [nc., w0ckwell [ntarnatianal, [nc., ind ~3IN, :1c.

SUMMARY )F PUBLIC COMMENTS AND 4.5, ZPA RESPONSES

This rasponsiveness summary addresses D0th oral and written comments
recaived dy U.S. €24 concaning the Phasad reasidility Study (PFS) far
the Laskin/Poplar Jil 512, The comment Jeriod was held fram

August 13, 1987, to Septamoer 11, 1987, A pudblic meeting was held on
August 26, 13987, at the Asntaoula County Courthouse, as an oppurtunity
for the pudlic and ather interested parties to present oral and w~ritten
comments to the U,S., EPA, These comments are recorded in a transe¢ript
of tne meeting wnich is availanle at the [afarmation Repositories in
Ashtapula and Jefferson, Jhio, and the U.S. EPA Region V office in
Chicago. The writtan and oral comments are summarized and organized
into the fallaowing catagories:

A) The remedial alternative;
3) Additional sita work; and

C) General.

Remedial Alternative

- A fumber of the comments received from the village trustees ind the
community supparted the 1J.5. 2PA's recommendation Jf an on-jite mooile

ingtnerator.

's Response:

S. EPA 1s pleasad that ~he community ana local officials support
commended alternative,

- A number of the comments axpressed 31 cancarn regarding sita sacurity
and access.

-3



c.

U.S. EPA's Response:

Areas of the sita wnic? ara <n0wn T 22 Z3ntaminatad ars currently
enclosed in a property fence. As an imiZial stes of zn1s Jroposed
remedial action a cnain liax fance 111 3e canstructad. The axiace

asgtant of tne fencing #ill e Jetarmined Jnca 1niztal sample rasyulss

ire racatved from the Ihasa (i 2L far tne overall site and =ne 1Azineratar
lacat1an is chosen, Sita acc2ss duriag tne ramadial action «ill e In

an as needed basis anly.

<« One commentor wanted t3 KnNow «~hat 2quipment would Se removed.

U.S. EPA Response:

This remedial action will resylt in the removal of the tanks and pits.
At the end of the action, the mooile incinerator will be removed, The
boilar stack, Doilers, and other site faatures will be dealt with in

the aoverall RI/FS. ) -

Additional Site Work

- dne commentor was concerned that dioxin was not mentioned in the PFS.

U.S. EPA Response:

Diaxin is not present in the araas covered by this action and so was
not mentioned. 01oxin contamination is Yeing considered in the
overall site RI/FS,

General

« A number of commentors stated that local contractors should de used
as much as possidle.

'werk 1S to be performed by the U.S.EPA, selection of the con-
will de in accordance with applicadble federal regulations.

o D1ds will De solicited in a manner ~hicn will allow all
qualified contractors capadble of performing  ne work to bid on the
project. Qut of town contractors often rely dn local contractors for
many of the tasks. I[nformation on becoming involved in CERCLA actions
w#as Jiven to Michael Wheeler of cthe Ashtabula County Disaster Ser-
vices,

-de
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- A commentor fel? tnat the sudblic should de «eot infarmed F I34';
schedule af activities.

11.5. EPA Response:

The J,S. P4 agrees, The cammunity ~2latisns dqepartment Nas made 2
caommizment *) eeen tno sud.ic abreast of U,5. T2A jc=ions.

SUMMARY OF PRP COMMENTS AND J.S. E£PA RESPONSES

This responsiveness summary iddresses the written comments submit-ad oY
or on 3enalf of the ?RPs. The comment period was held from August i3,
1987, :o0 Septamper 11, 1987. A copy of the comments submitted are
available in the Information Repositories in Ashtabula and Jefferson,
Onio and the U.S. EPA Region ¥ Office in Chicago. The comments are
arganized into the fallowing cateqories: A) EPA Autharity, 8) Remedial
Alternatives, C) Time Limits, J) Funding, and E) General, The U.S. EPA
responses are provided for 2ach comment, or set of like comments. a

SPA Authority

Commentors felt the U,S., EPA lacks the authority to perform the
remedial action. The specific comments are listed below,

Comment:

- The U.S. EPA lacks authority to perform the Phased Feasidility Study
and to take the proposed remedial action, due to the | year, S2 million
limits set forth fa Section 104 of CERCLA.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The 1 year, $2 million limits set forth in section 104 of CERCLA apply
to emergency response action, not to remedial actions. The Phased
Feasibility Study and the subsequent remedial action are not deing
ormed under the emergency response authority, but under the

1al authority.

- Under the Superfund Act, U.S. EPA may only perform remedial actions
at the Laskin/Poplar 011 site if that action is necessary as a result
of a2 release or threatened release of hazardous substances from the



site. Section lJ1/13) of Superfing s:tatas:
"The tarm (hazar<ous sudstanca] dses ot i1c’'ude setrd.aum,
inclyding cruce 21! 2r any fr3ciian tnereof «ni1ca i§ 10T Jthe~wisa
specifically listad ar zesiynatad 3s a 7azardous substanca uncer
subparigraons [d) tarougn (F) af <mis 2aragraon, and ine tarm 3ges
nat include natura' jas, 1atiral jas liguids, liguifiag natyral
Jas. 3r syntnetic as usaoia for fuel [ar micutures of ~atural jas
ang such synthetic zas).'

The issue is also discussed in tne .S, ZPA General Counsel “temorangum,
July 31, 1387, The PRPs feel the 311 axcusion implias the 31! part of
the wasta matarial cannot de dealt ~ith in the operable unit,

U.S. EPA Response:

The July 31, 1987 General Counsal discussion of the CZRCLA Petroleum
Exclusion set forth in Sections 101(14) and 104 (a)(2), referred to by
the commentor, specifically states on pg. 8: a
“ However, it was clear that the omission of ¢il coverage was
intended to include spills of oil only, and there was no intent to
exclude from the bill mixtures of 3il and hazardous substances.”

The memorandum continued on pg. 10:

* In fact, one of the petroleum-hazardous substances aixtures nost
often mentioned during the debates was that of PC3 contaminated oil
which is a type of contamination arguably resulting from the
“normal use” of the ail in transformers., Accordingly, an
interpretation of the petroleum exclusion which includes as
"petroleum™ hazardous substances added during use of the petroleum
would not be consistent with Congressional intent.”

The situation at the site clearly falls within the authority of Super-
fund., The oils on site are mixed with 2 variety of volatile arganic
compounds, PCBS, and metals, and creosote wastas which are all listed
as hazardous substances under Superfund. Creosote wastas, which are
dartvatives of wood and coal tars, not petrolaum products, are a source
ynuclear aromatic nydrocardons (PAMs), «hich are also classified

a8l Altarnatives

A number of comments were received gquestioning the U.S. EPA's choice of
cleanup levels. These comments dealt with tha reasdning bdehind the
U.S.EPA's choica of cleanup levels and the consistancy of the cleanup
levels with the final remedy. 3ased on these comments, the U.S.EPA nas



reconsidered the 2nosan cl2anupg lavels., 3asad 9n 7he intant of "~e
operable uynit, 3 ramove <ne sqQuria matar:al “aund In sita, ang =re
desire ) de cIns1stant w1ta the overill sita remedy, the U.S.IPA ~as
modified its claanup ltevel, The new :la2anyp lavel w~ill require =ne
~amaval 3f soils from arqund tna pits and 1a the tank area until tne
rematnt~g s3ils are v1s10ly <lean, This cleanup level is consistent
~iTn tne intent of tne operidlie unit z21a Maimizes the likalinood
tnat soils w111 Sa ramoved past tna lavals wnich will de getarminad
in the overall sita R[/5S, The spacifi¢c comments mnade an senalf 3f
the PRPs are discussed delow,

Comment :

- The 5 ppm PCB cleanup lavel is inconsistant with the "National TSCA
Policy"., The rational 3alizy should govern the cleanup level at CERCLA
sites. There is 10 reference o “Regional 2olicy* in Section 121 of
CERCLA. -

J.S. EPA's Response: .

As mentioned earlier, tne U.S. EPA will not be using the S ppm PCH}
action level for this operadle unit, The soil shall be removed unti!
it is visibly clean. Therefore, the issue is moot.

The regional policy approach, however, is fully consistent with and
supportad in the Natignal TSCA Policy referenced. The national policy
states in 40 CFR Part 761, pg. 10689:

“Therefore, spills which occurred before the effective date of
this policy are to be decontaminated to requirements estadlished
at the discretion of EPA, usually through its regional offices.”

Just as importantly, the TSCA policy does not supercede CERCLA policy.
The TSCA rule specifically states on pg. 10690:

* Mowever, other statutes require the ajency to consider different
or alternative factors in determining appropriate corrective

__-gctions."
[N

¢y continues:

] Thus, cleanups under other statutes, such as RCRA corrective
actions or remedial or emergency response actions under SARA, may
result in different outcomes."”

-7-



{omment :

- The araft is totaliy '3ck11g '1 2ny ixdlanaciszn of wny =ve leqis

Ts assuming tnat Laskin sita Tust Je cansigersed 3 "~2sident-al irsa’',
aNy <3in tnis 10T De consize~2q i 'rastrriiad ar23’, sner2 iatidnai
221127 3112ws much nignar laveis?

.5, 2PA's Response:

The sit2 is considered a rasidential area fir thrae r2asons. Firs:t tne
sit@ owner/operator nas nis resigence 9n the property. Secand, Vatianal
29licy defines residential/commercial areas as areas wnera peogple 1:.a
or residge or wnere people ~ork in otner than manufacturing 3r farming
industries. [t also specifically includes playgrounds and parks.

Areds «nich are less than .l km from a residential/commerzial area 4are
cansigered as such 2ven w~nere access is restricted. (mmediately acrass
the street from the Laskin Jroperty is the Ashtabula lounty Fairgrounds
and 3 set of softdall fields. Jn the property itself there is a
frashwater pond which peoole fisn, Third, under current 20ning, thea
jroparty can be developed rasidential,

Comment :
- Why has the Region not considered the idea of covering the area with
10 inches of clean soil, wnich would allow for higher levels even in

residential areas?

U.S. EPA's Response:

The use of a 10 inch soil cover was 10t considered by “he Region because
the operable unit is only an interim remedy., Since contaminated soils
4111 remain onsite, the possibility exists for the clean soil to become
contaminated or to be mixed with contaminated soil if further soil
remadiation is required. This zould result in a larger volume of soil
requiring further remediation dnd would not bde cost effective. Also,
the addition of soil would not 10 anything to srevent furtner zontami-
nation of the groundwater.

removal should Se left until overall site cleanup levels are
Tishad. This is necessary to assure that the remedial action is
cost affective and consistant «~itn tne rest >f the sica,

U.S. EPA Response:

As documented in the endangerment issassment iacluded in the faasidilizy
study, the sludges and 3ils cantain nazardous suostances at levels above



current nealth dased stanaaras.,

[t is the U.S, ZPA's feeliang, due 22 "ne fic:t Inat Ire git 30tIams ira
yniined, that tne 2ils ing siucges 17 7Ne 2173 nave Heen ia Airacs
cantact ~itn some soils, Thesa soils are saturitad with the 2Jntaminants;
and tnerefora can de cansigared source matarial, (eaving zhese 331ls

on s1%2 would 70t ze zpproprrate in tarms Of Jratactiveness =9 Judliz
nealtn ang the 2nvironmant, ~J3uld Ot De cCINsistant with tne intant of
the r~emedial action, 2nd w~ould significantly 1ncrease the chancas ~nat a
mnodile incirerator ~ould need L9 de retyrned *o thae si%a, Thais remaoil-
ization would Se costly.

we understand tnhe PRPs concern regarding unnecessary work during this
remedial action and have reviewed the cleanup critaria to be used.

3ased on this review, the U.S. EPA nas chosen a cleanup approach which i
feels is consistent with the intention of removing the source matarial,
protective of public health and will minimize the chance of removing
material Deyond final cleanup levels,

The chosen cleanup level requires that all sQils around the pits Qndqm
the tank area which are visidly contaminated will be removed. Th¢ fact
that the soils are visibly contaminated indicates that bulk mov t of
the source matarial has occurred. [t would not be reasonable to Feave
these sagils until the completion of the final RI/FS.

The commentors also feit that the Land Disposal Regulations had Seen
misinterpreted. They felt that they would 70t 3apply to the conditions
at the site. The comments are presented lelow:

Comment :

- Leache concentrations based on the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching
Procedure (TCLP) should be used in determining whether or not land
disposal restrictions apply. This is oased an the land ban “correction”
notice af June 4, 1987. The PFS bases its conclusions on actual waste

concencrations,

+ EPA'S

@ concentrations dased on the “ILP was implicitly stated in
» 7, 1986 Land Disposal Restrictinns and later explicitly

the the June 4, 1987 corrections. The leachate concentrations
4 to the solvent wastes FQO0l-FO0S wnich the PFS states some

Cha wastas could de considered. The levels in the sludges are such
that the U.S. EPA feels they would have leachatea concentrations adove the
limit., The levels are presented below,



Maxinum

Contaminant foncantration Foung Allowable Laac~
Menylene Chloride 3,300 pHpm .36 ppm
Acatane 37,000 ppm .39 ppm
i.l,l-Tricnloroethane 21,300 ppnm 41 20m
Trizaloraethene 1,220 som .J91 ppm
Tatracnliorgethane 780 pom .35 opm
Taluene 76,300 ppm .33 2om
Xylene 140,3C0 ppm .13 opm
Ztylbenzane 44,000 ppm 383 ppm

{n addition, liquid, PCB containing wastes are coverad under the
Califaornia List when they are contained in wastes wnich are listad as
hazardous under 40 CFR Part 261, or if the mixture exhibits one or nore
of the characteristics of hazardous waste identified in that Part.
PC8s are banned from land disposal if the total waste concentration
(not an extract or filtrate) axceeds SO ppm PL3sS. a
Wastes containing halogenated organic compounds (HOCS) are subject.to
the California List prohibitions if the waste is listed as a hazardous
wasta under 40 CFR Part 261, or exhibits one or more characteristigs of
hazardous waste identified in that Part, The land disposal prohibition
applies to hazardous wastes containing HOCs in total concentrations
greater than 100 mg/1 (liquids) or 100 mg/k3 (non-liquids). This is
based on total waste concentration (not an extract or filtrate).

Comment :

- [s the Regions interpretation that the land ban would de triggered at
the Laskin/Poplar Qi1 site consistent with Headquarters policy?

U.S. EPA Response:

The current interpretation in Headquarters regarding what triggers the
Land Jisposal Restrictions is that when the wastes are removed from
their present location for treatment or disposal the Land Disposal

R

ctions are triggered. On-site containment of the wastes would
the removal of the lfquids and sludges far solidification, thus
ng the restrictions,

on the Land Disposal Restriction, certain treatment standards
mygt be met. The trestment standards for lijuid PCB wastes, with
greatar than 50 ppm PC8s, specifies thermal destruction. The treatment
standard for Halogenated Jrganic Compound (HUC) wastes, with greater
the 1000 ppm HOCs, specifies incineration,

The applicability of the Land Disposal Restrictions is seperate from
the placement issue whicn triggers the Minimum Technology Requiramemts

-10-



for a disposal unit. These raqui~ements are triggerad wnen 17 2xiss'~3
unit is expanded ar 3 Tew unit is created. Under <eadquartars Jalizy,
the definition of ~nat is a uni%t 23n I8 2xdandedq <nen =e CINLAMIAAL: 3N
is not canterad 1n “hot spots” but 1S nor2 Seneral and unifarm 1CrIsSs 4
large siza, 7This is Aot L1l case at the Lisxi1n/29plar Jil Sita. The
source matarial ireas are gdistinct ynits, Therefore, zne 22mMNiAnatian

of 31! 3f tne wastas inty 3Ine Iontainment irea would =rigger <he Misiwym
Tachnologqy equirements, «hicn include 4 20udle limar ang 1 doudle
teacnate callectior systam,

Comment :

- Based on the soils data collected in fulfilliment of the consent aJrier,
PC3 anag HOC concentrations do not axceed land bdased limits.

J.5. EPA's Response:

[t is correct tnat the sgil samples taken from four to six feet from

the pits had levels delow the Land Qisposal Restritions limit, I[n
addition, Land Disposal Restriction standards have not been promuigated
for soil and debris wastes at this time. 4When these standards are
published, they may de considered applicable or relevent and appropriate.

Some of the sludges, however, exceed the Land Disposal Restriction.
This means some form of treatment is required for these materials. The
soils immediately surrounding these sludges are believed to contain
similar contaminant levels. The U.S. EPA, therefore, Delieves it is
prudent amd reasonable to treat these soils.

The commentors felt that the whole concept of an operable unit was not
supparted for this site., Their reasons are as fallows:

Comment :

- Both the U.S. EPA and private parties have taken emergency actions
that wers necessary to remove the most imminent hazardous wastes at the
site. There is no authority under the Superfund Act for the agency to
fractionalize response actions at a4 site in a manner that is wasteful,
duplicative and inefficient.

« EPA would like to clarify the difference between emergency
and remedial actions, The emergency actions were taken tO
tfprevent imminent threats to pudlic nealtnh and the environment.
Remedial actions are used in removing threats %0 public health and the
environment which do not require immediate action., This does not :nean
that the remedial actions can and should be put off for long pertods
of time, but that the risk is not considered imminent and does not
justify emergency response action.

-11-



The source removal aJperidle Jnit falls yncer :ne renedil actian
categary. While tnare is ng immenent ~isx tagdt raquiras ameryenty
action, enougn information exists CO show tnat ~aleasas af contimiagnss
from the oicts coulad ang most lixkely have sccurred, = wou'ld Je
inagprapriate far tne J.S. £PA not =3 Jrocaed «1ta the dgeriadle .-
3352d on the Cantamirents xni0wn ¢Q 28 jrasent 4nd tnhe thredt 3f 2
ralagase 3f the contaminants. This approach is zonsistent «itn 43 22R
300.68 {c) af =he Natignal Contingency >lan,

Comment :

- Tha agency cannot suppart its proposed Remedial Action w~ith an
incomplete risk assasment.

J.5. EPA's Response:

[t is the U.5. EPA's policy that source control operable units do not
require a quantitative risk assessment. As stated in the Guidance on,
Feasinility Studies Under CERCLA, U.S. EPA, June 198S: :

s

" At sites where only source control remedial measures are 5¢ing
evaluated, a qualitative assessment of the potential public Nealth
threats in the absence of remedial action will generally be
conducted.”

The U.S. EPA continues to believe a squrce removal operation at “ne
site is prudent,

The U.S. EPA's authority to break the site into operable units, such
as this source removal, is clearly stated in the Nationmal Contingency
Plan 40 CFR Part 300.68 (c).

* Response actions may de separated into operable units consistant
with achieving a permanent remedy. Thesa operadle units may
include removal actions pursuant to §300.65(b) or remedial actions
involving source controls, and/or management of migration,

U.S. EPA feels that the operable unit is an efficient and practical
of dealing with complex sites such as :he Laskin/Poplar Qi1 sita.

ors had comments regarding the permitiing of on-site
ators at CERCLA site. These comments ire listed below.

Comment :

- The Phased Feasibility Study needs to reflect that additional testing
{test burn) of the incineration unit will be required ta confirm the
use of this technology for site remedtation,



U.S. EPA's Response:

A test burn for the MODil2 ‘acireritian ~111 e canducted art3r <3 --e
incineration of any nazardous ~ast2a. ~he %ast Jurn will leeq =3 l9cunent
the 39.3999% zerfarmanca standarsd 15 acniaved,

Zamment :

- The issue of wnetner 3r 20t 10 3n-3i%2 aobila incineratar may lagally
operate on a CERCLA :zleanup siZa ~ithout 3 <CRA germit in iny stata
otner =han [11ingis nas 2ot Heen ~esolved. The rasalution degends an
the intarpreatation of sections 113(i) and [2)(e) of CERCLA 15 imenged
by SARA.

U.S.2PA's Response:

Section 118(i) does 7ot 4pply to the altarnatives chosen. Section 118
«as apparently incarporatad inta SARA in recognition of the fact that
the State of [1lingis nas aggressively Jursued its own program for
on-site incineracion, ang nhas aquireq its awn mobile incinerator.
Section 121 (e)'s general tenor is to insure that the often lengthy
permitting process for on-site remedies, that ordinarily would require
such permits, not delay the start of remediation. B3y requiring that
such operations nevertnelass must meet applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements of law, Congress has ansured that human
health and environmental protection issues, atherwise covered by
permitting, will be addressed.

The remainder of the comments on the remedial altarnative coverad a
variety of topics and are presented Selow:

Comment :

- The high lead content of selected sludges nakes aoff.site incineration
an impractical and costly alternacive.

U.S. EPA's Response:

incinaration was determined %3 be t1e most axpensive option,
€PA agrees that high lead content of some of the sludge could
fn additional costs, and has recommendad JIn-site incineration

selected remedy.

Comment :

- For all 3iternatives, consideration needs t3J be given to air amissions
from material handling during the on-site remedial activities.



U.S. EPA's Respaonse:

All of the options have =ne possiblility of air amissions aquring natar il
nandling., Actions, sucn is conditidning Ine waste i1 the pits, «11) se
taken minimize any air ~eleaseas. Air monizaring will 2e usad %3 assure
tnat air releases are kept 2t an accaotadla lavel,

somnent :

- Air Juality monitoring and air Jo0llution cantrols snould de added =3
the cost estimates,

J.S. EPA's Response:

Air pollution control systems are sart of the incinerator units and are
included in the cost estimatas. The cost of monitoring during the test
durn and the continuous monitaring of the incinerator during the clean-
up is dalso included. Air quality monitoring would need to be used for
eacn alternative that involved moving or conditioning the waste. Thes
cost would be similar for each altarnative and therefore would nag ef-
fect their relative costs. %

Comment :

- On pages 68-71, landfiil costs were listed as $3.75/ton, but should
he 31S0/ton.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The U.S. EPA agrees that the wrong price/ton was given. However, the
total dollar amount given is correct and the overall sstimates do not
change. .

Commant :

- On page 71 disposal costs for 6,435 tons of soil and ash are $965,250
an. The cost of off-site wastewater treatinent is $140,000

on 380,000 gal! and $.40/gal. The line izem for oil was omitted

9, 30 tons, $150/ton).

' 'S Res :

The cost breakdown did accidentally merge information from the disposal
of soils and ash with information from the disposal of wastewater. The
commentor is correct that disposal cost for soils and ash should de
$140,000. 011 was included in the 3500 tons of hignh level waste to de
incinerated, The final cost should e $5,714,118 as oppased to

$5,724,418.

.13-



Comment:
« U.S5. EPA has improper'y rajected certain raemedial altarmatives ind
failed to consider athers. The U.S. SPA nas failed %0 2ercarm 1 ~3m-
plete evaluation of all reasonadble al-arnatives, For example:
a. Could the ash be dispnsed of on-sita
d. Could the ash Se chemically fixated and disposed aof gn-site?
c. Could the low !avel sourze soils be disposed of an-site
d. Could soil washing be used?

e. How quickly could an on-site disposal unit de constructad?

U.S5. EPA's Response:

The U.S. EPA has met its requirements of comparing remedial actions
ranging from no action through complete destruction. Some options
were ruled out prior to the Phased Feasibility Study because they wiire
known to be inappropriate or infeasible. The U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA
have chosen what they consider a reasonable and appropriate soluffion,

[t was determined that an on-site disposal unit for the source r:uoval
could not be constructed, filled, and closed by November 1988 based on
prior experience with past CERCLA remedial actions, The idea of
replacing the clean ash back on site was rejected based on the fear it
could be recontaminated, resulting in the extra cost of remediating the
material twice. The same would be true for fixating the ash or soils
and placing them back on site.

Comment: -

- The option to landfill soils and non-pumpadle sludge in Pit 4 should
remain open bBased on the potential difficulty to incinerate these
materials given low 8TU values. The PC8 and HOC concentrations are
below land ban limits,

EPA's Response:

lamenta! fuel will need to De added, the U.S. EPA expects no
Ity in incinerating the soils and non-pumpadle sludge in Pit 4,
are routinely incinerated in PCB cleanups. The PAHs and VOCs are
effectively treated Dy incineration, The issue is not the com-
bustibitity of the soil but the destryctadility of the hazardous con-
stituents present.



]

Comment :

- Given the high asn contant [30%), 3 large wolume #ill remain af-ar
incineration wnich would e 'andfilled off site as a nazardous wasta.
The cast for landfilling the unpumpaole sludge in Pit #4 and %he so1ls
s approximately $2.5 million lass han iacinerating these matarials
compined «ith landfilling the ish.

J.S. EPA's Response:

The U.S. EPA agrees that the estimated cost 1iffaerence between “he w0
ootions is approximately $2.5 million. The complete incineratian aption
was chosen over a cambination of landfilling and incineration for two
reasons. The first reason was that the total incineration option was
considered more protactive of public nealth and the environment. The
long-tarm dependability of any landfill is unknown. This has been
supported by the difficulty of current facilities in meeting the U.S.
EPA's Qff-site Policy. The second reason was the goal of SARA to use
permanent treatment technologies to the greatest extent practicable.
With the modile incinerator on site, it is clearly practicadle to trdt
the adaitional material. .

While the current estimated difference between these two options i8
$2.5 million, the actual difference could de much lower. This is true
for two reasons. The first reason is that the soils which are in con-
tact with the cinder dlock walls and unlined bottoms of the pits are
believed to have contaminant levels similar to the sludges and oil and
therefore would need to be incinerated under a2ither option. The second
reason is that much of the ash may pass the necessary tests which would
enaple it to be disposed of in a sanitary landfill,

Comment :

- Considering the quantity of ash gjenerated, the volume reduction from
incineration is not significant,

U.5. EPA'S Response:

1 of SARA fs to reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume. 8y
pating the soils and non-pumpadle sludge in Pt 4, toxicity is
-significantly and volume is Jecresased dy approximately 20%.
s also addressed dy eliminating the majority of the

s constituents and the most modbile constituents.,

Comments:

- What ARARS were considered 'n «etghing various alternatives.



U.S. EPA's Response:

The ARARS considered in weigning the varigus al-arnatives included -ne
Resource Conservation and Reclamation A¢t (CRA), zhe Taxic Substancas
Cantral Act (TSCA), =ne (Clean Watar 4Act (ZWA), =ne Clean Air ¢z (CAAY,
Chapters 3704, 3734, of tne JOhio Revised Code (CRC) Section 3735-15, 17,
13, 37a 21 as well as 50 through 33 JAC 2ealiang with arr ind «atar
contamination and Chaptar 3745-31 of :ine JRC dealing with untertaxing a
soliad waste gisposal facilicy,

Time Limits
The commentors expressed concern regarding the length of the public

comment period and the time periad for producing a good faith offer,
The specific comments are dealt w~ith dDelow:

Comment :

- No notice of the draft FS was received prior to the PRP notice latfer
dated August 18, (987 and postmarked August 21, 1987, EPA's failure to
allow adequate, reasonable, and meaningful opportunities in which to
comment is contriary to public participation provisions., &

U.S. EPA's Response:

The public comment period must last a minimum of 21 days as specified
under the National Contingency Plan., A 2l-day comment period for the
site was astadblished from August 10, 1987 to August 31, 1987 by the
placing of an announcement in the local paper on August 3, 1987, I[n
addition to this annguncement, the special notice letters were sent
to the PRPsS.

Requests were made by various PRPs for an extension of the comment
periad. An extension was granted by U.S. EPA to Septemder 11, 1987,
This allowed 21 days from the actual mailing of the notice letters and

32 days overall.

Also, this action is one in a series of activities that have Deen taken
related to this site. The PRPs have been aware that a PFS was in

fon and that their own study, undertiken in response to an EPA
rative Qrder, would in part dDe the basis for the the PFS., The
feels adequate time was provided for reviaw of and comment on

Commant :

- The Agency did not provide compliete copies of the study with the
notice of lettars. Jnly selected excerpts were sent.

-17-



9.

U.S5. EPA's Response:

Complete copies of the r2part were sant 3yt %3 the members of sne
steering commitee wnicn naa deen 2stadlisned dy tne PRPs in axisting
litigation on jast costs. [n addiz1an, camplete copies of the PFS

were placed in the [nformaCion Repositortas located in Jeffersan ind
Ashtaoula, Jhio, and at =ne U.S. P4 Reqion ¥ office, locatad in Zhicage,
[1. [t would not have deer faisidle ty Jravide complete copies af the
~eport to each of tne more than 200 PRPs involved witn the sita wno
recaiveq spacial notices.

comment :

- At the PRP meeting on Saptember 3 in Cleveland, EPA announced that
the deadline for good faith proposals to perform the next phase of work
would end on Qctober 23, 1387, 3ecasuse the EPA will not announce its
final decision until the end of the September, after considering pudblic
comment, there is an objection to the triggering of the 60-day deadline
under the CERCLA Section 122 "special notice" procedures. -

J.S.EPA's Response:

The U.S. EPA {s currently developing guidance on the timing of the
issuance of “Special Notice" letters. 4hile there are several possible
approaches, the present procedures being followed is to initiate the 60
day moratorifum/periad of negotiation concurrent with the public comment
pariod and Record of Decision review and approval process. The advantage
of this approach {s the oppurtunity it providas PRPs to get involved in
the alternative evaluation process through the submission of formal
comments .

Funding

Commant : )

- PRP liability for cost incurred should de allocated in accordance
with the degree %0 which parties contributed substances to whicht €PA
Ny :;;oend under CERCLA not on volume of oil disposed of.

o/

'ci~o¢ l{ability is not a factar in ~he chaice of remediation
wtll not be dealt with in this responsiveness summary.

Commant :

- Section 104 of the Superfund Act requires that States assume a share
of the costs of Remedfal activity., The PFS does not indicate whether
or not this requirement has deen satisfied.

vl3e



E.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The 1ssue of State share was nat discussed in the PFS decause 1t rad no
bearfng on the feasibility or effectivenass of the alternatives,

The State is responsibie for 10% of the remedial actions capital zost
and 10% of the first years operation and maintenence (0&M). All
subsequent Q&M would be funded 2y the state, The State of Ohig zgoncurs
with the U.S. EPA'z choice of source ramoval and will fund %3 cast
share,

General

Comment :

- The maps an pages § and 31 should have the pits numbered in fncreasing
order from rignt to left.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The pits should be numbered in increasing order from right to left.
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RECORD OF DECISION SUMMARY
LASKIN FOPLAR OIL SITE
JEFFERSON, CHIO
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